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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



The governance of colleges and universities by lay boards of 
trustees is a ubiquitous feature of American higher education. 
A relatively extensive literature describes the responsibilities 
boards are advised to assume. Less attention is given to discus- 
sion of the activities boards actually undertake and the influ- 
ence administrators and faculty members exercise over trustees' 
performance. Nevertheless, we know that institutional person- 
nel are critical determinants of a board's behavior and that 
skillful management of the board can result in legitimation and 
support for individual institutional personnel and for the college 
or university itself. Therefore, administrators and faculty are 
advised to understand the sources and nature of trustees' au- 
thority and by extension of their own influence on boards. 

Why Are Institutions Governed by Lay Boards? 

Through the late 1 9th century, institutions were controlled by 
lay boards because the early colleges were seen as too crucial 
to be left in the hands of faculties, which at the time were 
young, undereducated, and limited in size. Boards controlled 
by prominent clergy, government officials, and eventually by 
businessmen provided resources and legitimation to fledgling 
institutions and were responsible in large measure for ensuring 
that colleges and universities responded to society's changing 
needs. 

As faculty and administrative professionalism and institu- 
tional complexity have increased during the past century, how- 
ever, many observers have suggested that lay governing boards 
are anachronistic at best and that the ability of boards to govern 
is so constrained as to make the system superfluous. Yet it con- 
tinues — and has even been adopted by recently founded institu- 
tions. In part, the system has been so thoroughly 
institutionalized in law and tradition that it cannot easily be 
supplanted. But perhaps more important, alternatives to lay 
trusteeship, such as control by the faculty or direct governance 
by the state, are seen as even less desirable. 

What Criticisms Are Leveled at Lay Boards and 
What Defenses Are Offered? 

Criticisms and defenses of lay trusteeship concern the nature of 
the public interest in higher education, the contributions of 
boards to serving that interest, the legitimacy of trustees, and 
their competence to govern. 
In both independent and public institutions, boards are 
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viewed as a means of representing the broadly defined public 
interest in higher education by simultaneously shielding the in- 
stitution from shortsighted external pressure and ensuring that 
parochial internal interests are not served at the expense of es- 
sential societal needs. Particularly in public institutions, how- 
ever, boards have sometimes been criticized as little more than 
conduits for interference from outsiders who neither understand 
nor appreciate the academic enterprise. 

The legitimacy of trustees has been challenged on grounds 
that boards are unrepresentative and incompetent to govern. 
Boards are seen as too socially and demographically homoge- 
neous to govern diverse institutions and not conversant enough 
with academic matters to presume to substitute their judgment 
for that of academic experts within the institution. Contrary 
views hold that the relatively high social status of board mem- 
bers and their professional independence from the academic en- 
terprise provide them with credibility, as they represent the 
institution to the society on which it depends for support. 
Moreover, because faculty are specialists, they are sometimes 
viewed as little more competent than trustees to make judg- 
ments about the institution as a whole and too often self-serv- 
ing to place the long-term welfare of the institution ahead of 
their short-term personal and professional interests. 

Finally, some who support lay trusteeship in concept criticize 
the performance of many boards. It has been argued, for exam- 
ple, that trustees have delegated too much authority, that they 
commit too little time to governance, and that they have abdi- 
cated responsibility for the central academic functions of their 
institutions. In other instances, however, boards have been 
credited with promoting higher education's interests to a some- 
times skeptical public, raising needed resources, and serving as 
a stabilizing influence in periods of organizational change. 

What Re<tponsibiIities Are Assigned to Boards and 
What Du They Actually Do? 

Within the limitations specified by law and institutional chart- 
ers, boards are assigned responsibility for all aspects of institu- 
tional management. The literature describes a broad and 
sometimes conflicting range of duties, including the obligation 
to perform or oversee all of the institution's major academic 
and administrative functions and to do so by means consistent 
with prevailing academic norms. Emphasis is placed on the 
board's responsibilities to promulgate overriding policies that 



will guide presidents and others in the day-to-day operation of 
institutions. 

In fact, evidence suggests that boards are more likely to in- 
volve themselves in the operating details of colleges and uni- 
versities than in broad policy making. It is often difficult to 
distinguish policy from administration and, given the range of 
policy matters to be decided, virtually impossible to assign all 
responsibility for policy making to trustees. The knowledge and 
experience of administrators, traditions of faculty authority over 
academic and allied matters, the board's operating style, and 
the realities of environmental dependence appear to influence 
the actual exercise of board authority. Moreover, trustees may 
in effect decline to govern by giving little time to their trustee- 
ships and by dealing with less controversial matters to avoid 
conflict. 

A board's increased activity appears to be associated with re- 
covery from institutional financial crisis as well as with the 
achievement of significant quality gains in basically healthy 
colleges and universities. In the former case, the activity tends 
to be operational, while in the latter case, it is largely support- 
ive of administrators and externally oriented. 

How Can Administrators and Faculty Share 
Authority with Trustees? 

The notion that boards should share with others responsibility 
for crucial decisions and activities is a logical outgrowth of ob- 
servations concerning the nature of authority in colleges and 
universities. ''Formal authority is based on legitimacy. . .and 
position, whereas functional authority is based on competence 
and person" (Mortimer and McConnell 1978, p. 19). Trustees 
rely mainly on formal authority, while administrators and fac- 
ulty members seeking to influence boards do so largely through 
the exercise of functional authority. In fact, boards share con- 
siderable authority with institutional constituents, including 
presidents, other administrators, and faculty members. Groups 
generally claim certain ''spheres of influence" (Baldridge, Cur- 
tis, and Riley 1978, p. 71) that appear to correspond to tradi- 
tion and expertise. 

The effective relationship between board and president is fre- 
quently described as a harmonious partnership based on mutual 
support and trust. Yet the relationship is paradoxical. The 
board is vested with final authority over institutional policies 
and practices and is authorized to hire and dismiss the presi- 
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dent. At the same time, the board depends on the president for 
information and for development and execution of policy. 
Thus, it is probably more accurate to describe the relationship 
between trustees and senior administrators as one of mutual de- 
pendence rather than partnership. Such "exchange relation- 
ships" exchange the board's formal authority for 
administrators' functional authority. 

Boards cannot do their work without the assistance of others. 
Characteristically, this assistance includes the responsibilities to 
educate, inform, and motivate die board. In controlling these 
processes, administrators assume powerful positions vis-a-vis 
boards, which technically occupy a superior position. In fact, 
the president becomes the acknowledged leader of many boards 
whose members look to the chief executive for ideas, recom- 
mended actions, and information about the board's appropriate 
behavior. Thus, senior administrators can markedly influence a 
board's work by spending time communicating with trustees, 
controlling board agendas and background information, influ- 
encing the selection and development of trustees, motivating 
trustees' desired behavior, and establishing strong relationships 
with faculty and other constituents who legitimate administra- 
tive authority. 

Faculty members' influence on boards derives from the de- 
sire of many administrators and trustees to share authority with 
faculty and from the fact that influence derives from functional 
as well as formal authority. Faculty willing to press for a voice 
in governance are frequently heeded, owing primarily to the 
political nature of much decision making in colleges and uni- 
versities. 

Faculty members may seek to influence boards in a variety 
of direct and indirect ways. They are advised first to persuade 
and then support the president and thus strengthen indirectly 
their own position in relation to the board. Faculty should also 
treat trustees as resources and allies, using trustees' talents and 
strengthening the board's ability to withstand threats from the 
environment. 
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FOREWORD 



For higher education institutions, the board of trustees has two 
distinctive characteristics. First, as lay people or non-education 
specialists, they represent special interest groups concerned 
with the welfare of the institution. Second, a board has the ulti- 
mate authority that allows others to participate in and contribute 
expertise for the decision-making process. In short, all author- 
ity and power, including academic affairs, rests with the board 
of trustees. 

Over the years, the problems facing colleges and universities 
have become so diverse and specialized that it is impossible i r 
any governing board to have in-depth knowledge of C'ery area 
they must cover. Therefore it is the wise board and the smart 
president who seek the support of administrators and faculty at 
all levels. 

As most board members serve only on a part-time basis, 
their time must be used as efficiently as possible. The presi- 
dent, in the role of gatekeeper, can both limit the board's be- 
siegement from external superfluous information, and also 
carefully guard against practices that isolate trustees from the 
reality of the institution. This objective of having an inlormed 
yet not overburdened board of trustees is critical to the effec- 
tive functioning of the institution. 

More than any other person on campus, the president is the 
crucial player in developing an effective board. He or she must 
be willing to share the responsibility of keeping the board in- 
formed. As gatekeeper, the president can influence how harmo- 
niously information vital to an institution's missions and 
objectives is shared. The president can also make sure that all 
the players — administrators, faculty members, ind trustees — 
understand their roles in the governance structure. The more 
clearly each role is understood, the more automatic information 
sharing becomes. 

This report by Barbara Taylor, the director of the Institute 
for Trustee Leadership at the Association of Governing Boards 
of Universities and Colleges, examines the authority and gover- 
nance responsibility of boards of trustees and then reviews the 
importance of providing information into the decision-making 
process. She carefully articulates each area of responsibility for 
the board of trustees, and then examines the factors affecting 
the success or failure of a given board. 

The relationship between a lay board of trustees and on- 
campus academic and administrative personnel is unique to 
higher education. Because the locus of control for board-institu- 
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tion relationships has been held by the president and, as a con- 
sequence, only a few other personnel have traditionally been 
involved, the relationship of trustees to al! members of the in- 
stitution has often been overlooked. This report fills that gap. 
This report should also encourage colleges and universities to 
develop a more open fiow of communication among all levels. 

Jonathan D. Fife 

Series Editor 

Professor and Director 

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education 

The George Washington University 
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INTRODUCTION 



This report considers the characteristics and practices of gov- 
erning boards of higher education institutions and systems and 
the means by which administrators and faculty can work more 
effectively with trustees. 

To understand the nature of administrative and faculty influ- 
ence on boards, one must first consider the sources of the 
American system of governance by lay persons, the responsibil- 
ities boards are assigned and undertake, the characteristics of 
the boards and trustees produced by the system, and the factors 
that motivate trustees' participation in governance. Thus, this 
report considers several issues and questions; 

• The history and evolution of lay trusteeship. What condi- 
tions produced the singularly American system of gover- 
nance of higher education by boards comprised of lay 
people? How has the system changed over time? Why has 
it survived? 

• Composition of the board and selection of trustees. What 
are the characteristics of trustees, how are they selected, 
and what are the effects of these factors on a board's per- 
formance? What motivates individuals to join and partici- 
pate on boards? 

• Areas of the board* s responsibility. What responsibilities 
are assigned to trustees? Which are considered most im- 
portant and why? 

• Factors affecting the work of the board. What responsibil- 
ities for governance do boards actually assume? What fac- 
tors constrain trustees' ability to govern? Why do some 
boards appear to abdicate responsibility for governance? 
And what factors may cause them to bc-ome more active? 

• Board structures and processes. How do a board's offi- 
cers, committee system, agendas, and meetings affect the 
nature and quality of its work? How is a board's perform- 
ance assessed? 

• Sharing authority with trustees. How do the president, 
other administrators, and faculty interact with boards? 
What are the sources of their influence? What are the risks 
and rewards for senior administrators and faculty associ- 
ated with direct contact with trustees? How can institu- 
tional personnel contribute to the board's improved 
performance and enhance their own relationships with 
their boards? 
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I 



THE HISTORY AND EVOLUTION OF LAY TRUSTEESHIP 



The Early Colleges 

Much of the history of higher education in the United States 
can be understood by studying the roots and evolution of lay 
trusteeship, a mechanism of governance devised in Europe but 
never fully realized until modified in America to suit uniquely 
American conditions (Cowley 1980: Hofstadter and Metzger 
1955). 

Harvard College, founded in 1636 as America's first institu- 
tion of higher education, was no less than a necessity to Puri- 
tans who intended to tame and civilize a new world. The 
Puritans' fundamental purposes could not be realized without 
''a learned clergy and a lettered people," which Harvard was 
established to provide (Morison 1935, p. 45). But the English 
system of extensive faculty self-governance with only negligi- 
ble external influence could not be transplanted directly to the 
New World. The Massachusetts Bay Colony had neither the re- 
sources nor the scholars to duplicate an Oxford or a Cam- 
bridge, and it could not afford to wait for a faculty-controlled 
system of higher education to evolve (Rudolph 1962). 

When the Massachusetts General Court passed an act provid- 
ing for Harvard's creation, it also appointed 12 men — six gov- 
ernment officials and six clergymen — to a Board of Overseers 
with authority to hire staff, manage finances, set academic 
standards, and otherwise :end to the college's affairs (Bru- 
bacher and Rudy 1968: Clark 1976: Rudolph 1962). Both Har- 
vard and William and Mary, America's second college, later 
appointed institutional boards paralleling their lay boards in an 
effort to emulate the English model of governance with which 
they were most familiar. Neither institutional board had exten- 
sive powers, however. In the case of Harvard, the ''corpora- 
tion" eventually attained those powers but only after it had 
been taken over by outsiders. At William and Mary, the institu- 
tional board survived but with its limited authority even more 
severely curtailed. Control of Yale, America's third college, 
was given absolutely to a nonresident lay board, and it was the 
Yale model that set the American pattern (Brubacher and Rudy 
1968; Hofstadter and Metzger 1955; Rudolph 1962). 

One compelling explanation for the scarcity and failure of in- 
stitutional boards was in the nature of the early professoriate. 
Until the latter half of the 19th century, few faculty members 
were much older or better educated than their students. A typi- 
cal college might have a president who spent much of his time 
teaching and three or four ''tutors," recent graduates waiting 
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for appointments as ministers. It was not until well into the 
18th century that Harvard or Yale had its first professor and not 
for many years after that until professors outnumbered tutors 
(Hofstadter and Metzger 1955, p. 124). 

The president was often quite powerful in the early college, 
having been delegated much of the board's formal authority. 
The tutors, in contrast, rarely had any authority at all. They 
presided over students' recitations from an unchanging classical 
curriculum and spent much of the remainder of their time disci- 
plining their students, most of whom were years younger than 
what is now considered college aged (Rudolph 1962). 

19th Century Modifications 

During the latter half of the 19th century, boards, presidents, 
and faculties changed under the influence of a growing, dy- 
namic, and pragmatic American society. Americans were fasci- 
nated by science and technology and the wealth to be found 
through commerce and individual effort. The immutable classi- 
cal curriculum, perceived as being of no practical use in such a 
society, began to collapse. Colleges that failed to offer ''practi- 
cal" subjects suffered in the competition for students, re- 
sources, and public support (Rudolph 1962). 

Clerics, who had dominated governing boards for more than 
200 years, began to be replaced by businessmen and alumni 
whose woridly ties meant prestige, philanthropy, and popular 
support for the colleges (Brubacher and Rudy 1968). Such 
boards were far less likely to hire the traditional clergyman- 
president associated with the moribund classical curriculum. In- 
stead, a new kind of president— whether lawyer, businessman, 
politician, or scholar— who supported practical programs and 
was at home with woridly affairs, became the board's usual 
choice (Rudolph 1962; Veysey 1965). 

Faculty who could teach practical subjects were crucial to the 
colleges' survival. At the extreme, such emerging institutions 
as Johns Hopkins, created to emulate the German research uni- 
versity, were highly faculty centered. At most colleges, how- 
ever, faculty may have been increasingly important to 
institutional success, but their treatment at the hands of boards 
and presidents would not have so indicated. Presidents, as local 
agents of nonresident boards, had long since ceased acting as 
the first among equals typical of the rectors of English universi- 
ties. Faculty views largely went unrepresented before most 
boards, whose opinions of the professoriate tended to be unflat- 



tering at best. Competition among institutions for students was 
intense in the late 1 9th century, and tuition was kept low by 
minimizing faculty salaries. Ironically, boards comprised of 
prominent businessmen tended to deprecate the value and con- 
tributions of faculty who would work for so little (Rudolph 
1962). Thus, even while the importance of faculty was grow- 
ing, their influence on the policies of most institutions re- 
mained limited until the present century. 

To the businessman-trustee accustomed to bureaucracy and 
specialization, the organizational structure emerging in the 
larger institutions of the late 1 9th century probably seemed log- 
ical. The board presided at the head of the hierarchy; the presi- 
dent, and later his staff, attended to academic matters, budgets, 
public relations, and record keeping; the faculty exercised lim- 
ited authority over curriculum and taught the classes; and stu- 
dents studied and were graduated (Rudolph 1962). 

While retaining formal and near total authority over their in- 
stitutions, however, few boards were dictatorial; presidents 
were far more likely lo act as autocrats. This era witnessed the 
strong, institution-building president whose vision frequently 
outstripped that of the board and who as a result sometimes 
goaded recalcitrant trustees into sharing a broadened view of 
the institution and raising funds to support it. Daniel Coit Gil- 
man, Johns Hopkins's founding president, for example, appar- 
ently cajoled his board into adopting advanced research as the 
institution's primary mission (Veysey 1965). Ambitious presi- 
dents in this and later periods often imposed their view of an 
increasingly complex enterprise on their perplexed, preoccu- 
pied, or geographically distant boards of trustees (Carnegie 
Commission 1973a; Veysey 1965). 

Few enterprising presidents doubted the value of an influen- 
tial board, however. Some institutions owed their existence to 
individual benefactors, and many others achieved respectability 
through their association with prominent citizens. In general, to 
attract money, students, and prestige, institutions had to con- 
form in all basic respects to the established American structure, 
including the lay board (Veysey 1965). Thus, even state uni- 
versities founded in the late 19th century and later adopted lay 
governance, which by that time had become ubiquitous and en- 
trenched (Epstein 1974). 

Perceiving the need for a new balance of power between lay 
and internal forces, A. Lawrence Lowell, president of Harvard 
in the early 20th century, argued that colleges needed both lay 
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and institutional control. Without lay influence, the institution 
could lose touch with society. But without expert control from 
within, it would lose its intellectual authority. Similarly, Nicho- 
las Murray Butler, president of Columbia University in the late 
1 9th century, distinguished between policy formulation as the 
board's province and policy execution as an internal institu- 
tional matter (Brubacher and Rudy 1968). 

Conflict between Boards and Faculties 

Despite efforts to articulate appropriate roles for each academic 
constituency, conflict between boards and faculties continued to 
increase. Faculty were becoming more specialized, profes- 
sional, and essential to the success of ever larger and more 
complex institutions. But trustees, accustomed to viewing fac- 
ulty as employees, were reluctant to give them much heed. 
During the period between 1890 and 1920, boards and some- 
times presidents made a number of well-publicized attempts to 
dismiss faculty members because of their intellectual or politi- 
cal views (Brubacher and Rudy 1968). It was the Progressive 
era, when reform movements assumed great importance, both 
providing faculty with issues to champion and fostering a social 
climate that encouraged free expression (Rudolph 1962). 

Faculty members' discontent culminated in 1915 with the 
founding of the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP), which articulated the professoriate's aspirations for 
shared authority in institutional decision making. Essentially, 
the AAUP's principles called for faculty to exercise primary re- 
sponsibility for academic policy making and to share authority 
with trustees for the selection and dismissal of presidentr and 
academic administrators. The AAUP also argued that to carry 
out these responsibilities, faculty members would require the 
protections of academic freedom and tenure (Brubacher and 
Rudy 1968). 

While many boards initially resisted the professoriate's rise 
to power, the movement eventually became irresistible. Growth 
in institutional size and complexity and a concomitant emphasis 
on faculty expertise and specialization required governing 
boards to accept faculty as a potent institutional force (Veysey 
1965). The rise of academic departments and faculty gover- 
nance structures helped institutionalize faculty authority, lead- 
ing one observer to conclude that *'the history of university 
organization in the 20th century has been an account of the dis- 
integration of the traditional form of government" in which 
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trustees exercise formal authority through a president who 
serves as chief executive officer (Duryea 1973, p. 36). 



Criticisms and Defenses of Contemporary Lay Trusteeship 

Despite predictions of the decline or demise of lay trusteeship, 
it remains a near ubiquitous but still controversial feature of 
American higher education. Common themes found in the dis- 
cussion of contemporary trusteeship include the nature of the 
public interest in higher education, the contributions of boards 
to serving that interest, the legitimacy of trustees, and their 
competence to govern. 

Boards and the public interest in higher education 
From the founding of the earliest American colleges, the public 
interest in higher education has been personified in both inde- 
pendent and public institutions by the lay board of trustees. A 
common defense of boards is that they protect the broadly de- 
fined public interest by simultaneously shielding the institution 
from shortsighted external interference and ensuring that paro- 
chial internal interests are not served at the expense of essential 
societal needs. 

Even universities founded in England during the past 200 
years adopted structures of governance more reminiscent of the 
American pattern than of the Oxford/Cambridge model, 'fhey 
began as teaching institutions sponsored by lay people who 
hired faculty and admitted students, and, as in the early Ameri- 
can colleges, the founders of these English institutions sought 
to protect the public interest by appointing governing boards 
dominated by lay people (Cowley 1980; McConnell 1971). 

Boards of independent institutions assume a trust that binds 
them to a long-term perspective on the institution's purposes, 
social responsibilities, and vitality. Even public institutions, at 
least in principle, are not responsible to the immediate public 
will as legislators and governors are (Epstein 1974). The adop- 
tion in American public institutions of the trustee model has 
served to protect universities from the politicization commonly 
seen in other countries whose universities are operated as agen- 
cies of the state (Zwingle 1980b). Therefore, aiven that some 
form of public control is inevitable, it is said that knowledge- 
able people will always prefer the trustee system to direct gov- 
ernance by the state (Epstein 1974). 

Some view the board of a public institution as little more 
than **a conduit for political interference," however (Galbraith 
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1967, p. 34). Indeed, some state officials resent boards that 
identify themselves more with iheir institutions than with the 
immediate interests of the state (Epstein 1974). 

Legitimacy and competence to govern 
The legitimacy of trustees is often challenged on the grounds 
that the oligarchical character of governing boards is inconsis- 
tent with democratic ideals (Epstein 1974; Hodgkinson 1971; 
Kramer 1965). Boards are seen as unrepresentative: too often 
old, wealthy, white, and male to govern diverse institutions 
(Gould 1973; Zwingle 1985). 

Some critics charge that faculty should, and in fact do, con- 
trol colleges and universities. Trustees are seen as outsiders 
who do not understand the academic enterprise and are incapa- 
ble of governing it (Corson 1975; Epstein 1974; Zwingle 
1985). Faculty in the ''mature university" control the central 
business of the institution: appointments, curricula, and the 
conduct of research, rendering the lay governing board ''an an- 
achronism" (Galbraith 1967, p. 34). More recently, however, 
faculty influence in most institutions has been curtailed by a 
weakened job market, decreasing research funds, and pressure 
from external groups for greater authority (Baldridge, Curtis, 
and Riley 1978). 

The view of trustees as incompetent to govern is based 
largely on the observation that few are professional educators. 
Two contrary views of competence hold tiiat trustees' worldly 
knowledge is as valuable and necessary to the institution as the 
academic expertise of faculty members and that the competence 
of faculty to govern is exaggerated. 

Most trustees have been exposed to other types of organiza- 
tions whose management and educational methods may be in- 
structive to higher education (Bean 1975). Trustees' external 
perspectives can provide their institutions with a more sophisti- 
cated understanding of environmental threats and opportunities 
(Dorsey 1980; Nelson 1980). With respect to faculty compe- 
tence, it is said that faculty are specialists who frequently un- 
derstand less than trustees do about the institution or the higher 
education enterprise as a whole (Corson 1973a; Martin 1974). 

Even if faculty and administrators were deemed competent to 
govern, it is argued that any organization left entirely in charge 
of its own affairs will become self-serving, resistant to change, 
and increasingly remote from the public interest (Newman 
1986; Pray 1975). "A collection of special advocates cannot be 
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expected to be a repository and a voice of judicial wisdom'' 
(Ruml and Morrison 1959, p. 7). Thus, if the operations of a 
college or university were left entirely in the hands of faculty 
and administrators, the institution would likely cease to func- 
tion responsibly and effectively (Greenleaf 1974; Martin 1974). 

In any case, expertise may not be the issue. Current condi- 
tions in American higher education promote the centralization 
of authority in the hands of administrators and boards. Compe- 
tition for resources and students within and among institutions 
often necessitates high-level decisions concerning the allocation 
of funds and the adoption of competitive strategies for the insti- 
tution. And to the extent that authority moves to external 
groups, the board's role as interpreter and protector of the insti- 
tution increases (Carnegie Commission 1973a; Carnegie Foun- 
dation 1982; Corson 1970; Ingram 1980b; Zwingle and 
Mayville 1974). 

The significance that continues to be accorded to the lay 
governing board is illustrated in the founding of Hampshire 
College in 1965. Hampshire was planned by a committee that 
included no trustees from any of the four institutions sponsor- 
ing the new college, and almost no attention was given in the 
planning documents prepared by the committee to the role, if 
any, a governing board might play in the life of the institution 
(Bean 1975). The college's first board was comprised of the 
presidents of the sponsoring institutions, one former president, 
and the college's primary benefactor. When Hampshire opened 
in 1970, however, the board had expanded to 13 members and 
included several nonacademics. As of 1987, it had 23 members 
and its composition was typical of that found in comparable in- 
stitutions. According to a college official, Hampshire, like 
other American institutions, needed a lay board to provide it 
with credibility and to enable it to attract public support.* 

Performance of the board 

Some who support the concept of lay trusteeship are critical of 
the performance of many boards. Trustees have delegated too 
much authority and merely serve to "satisfy the legal require- 
ment [that a board exist] . . . and provide the cover of legiti- 
macy" (Greenleaf 1974, p. 12). Too often they commit too 
little time to governing, rubber stamp the recommendations of 

*Peter Glucker 1987. personal communication. 
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others, and, in particular, abdicate responsibility for the central 
academic functions of their institutions (Corson 1973a; Gould 
1973). 

If trustees fail to govern, the failure may be endemic to the 
nature of contemporary institutions of higher education. Some 
see the lay governance system as becoming increasingly cere- 
monial, because boards of modem institutions cannot hope to 
exercise the complete authority assigned to them by statutes 
and charters (Corson 1975; Zwingle 1985). 

Nevertheless, because of their informed and committed but 
detached perspective, trustees are credited with broadening ac- 
cess to higher education, choosing strong leadership, promoting 
academic freedom to a sometimes skeptical public, encouraging 
faculty concern for the whole institution rather than just its spe- 
cialized parts, and raising the resources required for growth and 
development (Clark 1976; Greenleaf 1974; McGrath 1971; 
Newman 1973). At the same time, the lay board is seen as a 
stabilizing influence that discourages shortsighted change in re- 
sponse to short-lived public or institutional whims (Zwingle 
1985). A recent study of 20 campuses judged as moving 
toward significantly increased academic excellence revealed 
that supportive boards of trustees were all but essential to the 
achievement of institutional excellence. Such boards promote 
unity within the institution and deal effectively with powerful 
external constituents (Gilley, Fulmer, and Reithlingshoefer 
1986, p. 12). 

Given the catalog of defenses and criticisms, it is not surpris- 
ing to see trusteeship justified in terms reminiscent of Church- 
ill: ''It is the poorest form of government, except for all the 
others" (Cheit 1971, p. 5; see also Clark 1976). The board is 
essential, in part, by default: 

No other mechanism can provide for governance so well, not 
the state, not the faculty, not the students, and not the fac- 
ulty and students together. State control, as seen in many 
nations, tends to become both too bureaucratic and too rep- 
resentative of what society wants: the faculty is not generally 
chosen for its administrative talents and is divided adminis- 
tratively by its own special interests: the students are inexpe- 
rienced and transient: and the students and the faculty are in 
certain significant disagreements about influence over aca- 
demic matters (Carnegie Commission 1973a, p. 32), 
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COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD AND SELECTION OF TRUSTEES 



Composition of the Board 
Demographics 

CoUege and university boards are described as ''monolithic'' in 
character: ''white, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant, male, well-to-do 
business and professional men, over 50 in age" (Nason 1982, 
p. 55). Three studies undertaken over a 17-year period demon- 
strate the general accuracy of popular perceptions of composi- 
tion but also underscore some slight shifts over time 
(Association of Governing Boards 1986; Gomberg and Atelsek 
1977; Hartnett 1969). 

• Representation of women and minorities on boards has in- 
creased, but not dramatically. In particular, the presence 
of black members on boards has remained steady at 6 per- 
cent since 1977. 

• Women, minorities, and younger members are found more 
frequently on public than on independent boards and more 
often on single-campus than on multicampus boards. 

• Business and professional people dominated board mem- 
bership to as great an extent in 1985 as they did in 1968. 
These groups are more likely to be represented on inde- 
pendent than on public boards (see table 1). 

Composition, size, and trustees' roles 

The size and composition of boards can be explained in part by 
considering the roles trustees assume. Traditionally, "the 
choice of college trustees tended to follow the same pattern as 
financial support. The college whose special mission was de- 
fined by geography or religion usually drew all its trustees from 
within its particular parish, at least initially'' (Jencks and Ries- 
man 1968, p. 5). 

As noted earlier, boards dominated by clergy before the Civil 
War came to be dominated by businessmen in the late 1 9th 
century as commerce and worldly affairs assumed greater im- 
portance in American society. Business trustees were able to at- 
tract the public support that produced funds and other resources 
for their institutions, and in many cases these board members 
were themselves important sources of funds. 

It continues to be true today that institutions often use the 
composition of the board as a means of attracting needed envi- 
ronmental support in the form of funds, legitimation, or other 
crucial resources (Aldrich 1979; Middleton 1983; Pfeffer and 
Salancik 1978). A 1973 study of hospital boards may be in- 
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TABLE 1 

CHANGES IN CHARACTERISTICS OF GOVERNING 
BOARD MEMBERS, 
1968 TO 1985 

(in percentages) 





1968" 


1977b 


1985* 


Sex 






Male 


86 


85 


80 


Female 


13 


IS 


20 



Race 



White 


56 


93 


90 


Black 


1 


6 


6 


Hispanic 


NA 


NA 


1 


Other minority 


0 


1 


3 


Unknown 


3 


0 


0 



Age 



35 or under 


5 


10 


9 


40^9 


21 


24 


21 


50-59 


37 


35 


38 


60-69 


27 


25 


24 


70 or over 


9 


7 


8 



Occupation^ 



Business 


36 


34 


37 


Education 


13 


14 


11 


Professional service 


15 


13 


14 


Other (including retired) 


34 


38 


38 


Unknown 


2 


0 


0 



^Hartnctt 1969. 

^'Gombcrg and Aielsek 1977. 

'•Association of Govemii*^ boards 1986. 

^^cupaiional caiecories used in the Gomberg and Atclsek and the Association 
of Governing Boards studies arc not strictly comparable. In the 1977 study, 
foundation executives were included in the business category, but in the 1985 
study, they were counted in the "other" group. Social workers and account- 
ants, included in "other" in 1977, were counted in the professional service 
category in 1985. Clergy, included in the professional service category in 1977, 
were counted among the "other" group in 1985. 

stnictive in this regard. Nonprofit hospitals that depended pri- 
marily on local resources tended to have large boards 
comprised of local business leaders who concentrated on ac- 
quiring resources for their hospitals. In contrast, business peo- 
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pie were not predominant on the boards of religious hospitals, 
whose resources came primarily from outside the community, 
and rather than concentrating on the acquisition of resources, 
those boards tended more to administrative matters (Pfeffer 
1973). 

Boards of higher education are often advised to seek diverse 
professional skills among their members. One observer goes so 
far as to call for a board that has among its members ''a distin- 
guished expert in the field of each commonly met problem": 
finance; theory of management and organization; higher educa- 
tion; plant management; public relations and development; 
alumni affairs; business, corporate, and social relations; labor; 
and politics (Pray 1975, pp. 9-10). Others write of the need for 
diverse operating styles and personal qualities among board 
members to provide a proper balance, for example, between ac- 
tivity and restraint (Zwingle 1985). 

In each case, boards are using or being advised to seek trust- 
ees who can help the institution manage its environmental de- 
pendencies. A trustee with funds or access to them, with social 
status, political connections, professional skills useful for deal- 
ing with the environment, or personal qualities that enhance the 
board's functioning or legitimacy, the reasoning goes, can be a 
valuable asset. 

One might conclude, then, that the unde.representation of 
women and minorities, particularly on independent boards, re- 
flects the perception that these individuals do not control 
sources of critical support. The slightly greater presence of 
women and minorities on public boards may reflect both public 
institutions' lesser reliance on private funds and a greater need 
for other, nonfinancial forms of support that depend in part on 
the perception that the board is representative. 

The composition of a board can doubtless also be explained 
in part by the observation that nominees for board positions re- 
semble those making the nominations (Duke University 1970). 
Whether trustees of a self-perpetuating board who select their 
own new members or government officials who appoint most 
public trustees, the nominators tend to be white, male, older, 
affluent, and business connected. And such individuals are 
likely to select people they know and are comfortable with — 
people like themselves. 

Some observers have called for faculty membership on 
boards of their own institutions, a demand heard particularly 
often during the campus upheavals of the 1960s (McConnell 
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1 97 1; McGrath 1 97 1). Others have countered that such mem- 
bership violates the principle that trustees are responsible to the 
public as a whole rather than to an individual constituency 
(Zwingle 1985). Moreover, because faculty trustees could not 
be expected to deal objectively with conditions of their employ- 
ment, an inherent and intolerable conflict of interest would ex- 
ist (Rauh 1973). To ensure an academic perspective on boards 
without risking conflict of interest, it has been suggested that 
boards include members who are academics from other institu- 
tions (Carnegie Commission 1973a; Martin 1974). 

In fact, few boards include faculty from either their own or 
other institutions. Fewer than I percent of board members are 
faculty from the institution where they serve as trustees, and 
just 1.2 percent are faculty from other colleges or universities 
(Taylor 1987). It may well be that beyond arguments about 
conflict of interest, faculty are not found commonly on boards 
because they neither resemble the nominators nor are for the 
most part seen as useful in attracting support. Board consulta- 
tion with faculty, which probably is important to establishing 
the board's internal legitimacy, can be accomplished in other 
ways (discussed later). 

The size of a board may also be understood, at least in part, 
by environmental dependence. The more heterogeneous the in- 
stitution's environment, the larger its board is likely to be 
(Pfefferand Salancik 1978). Independent institutions, whose 
sources of funds are more diverse, would be expected to have 
larger boards with more ties to significant external sources of 
support. In contrast, public institutions, whose support comes 
largely from government sources, have a less diverse environ- 
ment to manage and should consequently require a smaller 
board. In fact, independent boards, on average, have 32 mem- 
bers, while the mean for public boards is 1 1 trustees (Taylor 
1987). 

It may be misleading for two reasons, however, to assume a 
strict causal relationship between a board's size and the diver- 
sity of its environmental dependence. First, the size of public 
boards is set by statute rather than by the board itself. Left to 
decide for itself, a public board might well increase its mem- 
bership. Second, many public institutions have created struc- 
tures supplementary to the board to help manage their 
environments, including committees to advise the institution's 
administrative offices or academic programs, which are found 
more commonly in public than in independent institutions (Tay- 
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lor 1987), and separately incorporated foundations charged with 
fund raising for public colleges and universities (Radock and 
Jacobson 1980). 

Motivation to join the board 

A corollary to the discussion of what institutions seek from 
board members is the issue of what motivates individuals to 
join boards. Most appear to be attracted for reasons of social 
status associated with trusteeship, the desire to provide public 
service, the opportunity to strengthen ties with other board 
members and affiliates of the institution, and the sense of loy- 
alty many alumni feel for their alma maters (Auerbach 1 96 1; 
Corson 1973b; Middleton 1983). 

Individuals of higher status are most likely to accept mem- 
berships on the boards of organizations that are particularly sig- 
nificant in the community and that serve central social goals 
(Middleton 1983; Zald 1967). Those institutions seen as less 
significant are likely to have boards of comparably lower 
status. These second-tier boards, however, are likely to be mi- 
nor league versions of the higher-status boards, including ''the 
'right people' — politically, economically, and sometimes so- 
cially'' (Lee and Bowen I97I, p. 134). 

Related to the desire to enhance personal prestige is the wish 
for affiliation with others that is also served by membership on 
a board. Trustees interact with government officials, civic and 
corporate leaders, and others both on and off the board who 
can provide valuable professional and social contacts (Middle- 
ton 1983). 

The desire to provide public service is often seen as a prime 
motivator for trustees, one that is not inconsistent with the 
quest for personal social status (Auerbach 1961; Zwingle 
1985). Once a member of the board, a trustee's enthusiasm for 
staying on it appears to relate to the perception that he or she is 
participating in important decisions and is making a difference 
in the performance of the institution. This motivation seems 
more decisive than the institution's goals in encouraging contin- 
uing involvement by trustees (Auerbach 1961; Corson 1973b). 

Alumni appear particularly motivated to serve as trustees of 
their institutions. Nationally, 13 percent of public trustees and 
31 percent of independent board members are alumni of the in- 
stitutions they serve (Association of Governing Boards 1986, 
pp. 20-21). Trustees in one study of small, independent, liberal 
arts colleges reported that their boards' best members are 
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alumni because they show a particularly deep interest in and 
loyalty to their institutions (Wood 1985). Perhaps it is for this 
reason that a study of recovery from financial stress in indepen- 
dent institutions reported anecdotally on the salutary effects of 
adding alumni to the board (Chaffee 1984). Some presidents 
sound a cautionary note, however, believing that ''unbridled 
alumni influence results in a board [that] is parochial" (Wood 
1985, p. 83). 

Effects of composition on the board's functioning 
Composition affects in a variety of ways the internal function- 
ing of boards and their relations with their institutions. Boards 
dominated by trustees from the corporate and legal communi- 
ties, for example, are thought to be interested in financial mat- 
ters and the physical plant to a greater extent than the more 
broadly based board that is willing to venture into educational 
issues (Rauh 1973). 

An alternative explanation for this observation considers the 
relative status of two "pure types" of boards: the homoge- 
neous, conflict-averse board and the more broadly representa- 
tive, constituent-oriented board (Middleton 1983). 

The conflict-averse board reinforces the formal hierarchy of 
the institution and avoids interfering in administration. In fact, 
such boards may interact only with top management and so 
may not know enough about the institution as a whole to par- 
ticipate in its operations. The constituent-oriented board, in 
contrast, is likely to be a more heterogeneous group than that 
found in the conflict-averse board and is apt to represent the 
interests of various external groups rather than consider itself 
responsible for supporting the institution's administration. As a 
result, such boards may become involved in a wide variety of 
operational matters, at varying levels of specificity. 

Conflict-averse boards, then, may limit their attention to 
"safe" issues like finances and the physical plant to minimize 
conflict, to avoid interfering in administration, and thus to rein- 
force the institution's formal hierarchy of authority. In contrast, 
constituent-oriented boards, accountable to multiple external 
groups and often in internal conflict, involve themselves more 
widely in institutional affairs to promote their individual agen- 
das. 

Within boards, the relative power of individual trustees var- 
ies with their control of needed external resources and their 
knowledge about internal operations of the institution (Zald 
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1969). Thus, the trustee of a constituent-oriented board who 
has ties to a crucial constituent group in the community, the 
board member who is a skilled investor and serves on a board 
whose staff has no comparable expertise, and the wealthy 
trustee who gives more than any other contributor to the institu- 
tion's annual fund are powerful relative to other board members 
and are likely to be heeded by administrators and other trustees 
alike. 

The influence of the powerful trustee may be countered by 
administrators who encourage the board to consider managerial 
details rather than broad policy matters (Kramer 1965). More- 
over, the powerful trustee on a high-status board may be as 
averse to conflict as any other trustee and as committed to rein- 
forcing the hierarchy of authority. 

The attitudes of board members appear to be related to their 
occupational group, and in turn they influence faculty mem- 
bers' perceptions of the campus climate. Politically conserva- 
tive trustees from business backgrounds tend also to be more 
conservative with respect to academic freedom and participa- 
tory governance on campus, and in fact faculty on such cam- 
puses perceive their environments as conservative. Women, 
blacks, and younger members on boards tend to be more liberal 
than their older, white, male counterparts and thus tend to be 
associated with institutions whose faculty perceive a more lib- 
era] campus environment (Hartnett 1970). 



Selection of Trustees 

Processes for selecting trustees vary greatly between the public 
and independent sectors of higher education. Most public trust- 
ees are popularl}' elected or appointed by governors or legisla- 
tive bodies (see table 2). Popular election is considerably more 
prevalent among two-year institutions, while trustees are more 
likely to be appointed at four-year single- and multicampus in- 
stitutions. Most trustees of independent institutions are selected 
by the board itself (self-perpetuation) or by constituent groups, 
such as alumni or sponsoring churches. 

Despite differences in methods of selection, the result in both 
sectors is said to be boards that are demographically unrepre- 
sentative, uninformed about higher education, and, especially 
in public institutions, too often uncommitted to their institutions 
(Bean 1975; Besse 1973; Corson 1975; Lee and Bowen 1971- 
Nelson 1973). 
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TABLE 2 

SELECTION OF TRUSTEES ACCORDING TO METHOD 
(in percentages) 



Public Institntions 



Independent 
Institntions 



4-Year 4-Year 
Single Multi- 
All 2' Year Campus campus All 2- Year 4-Year 



Sclf-pcrpctuaiion 



0 



61 



61 



61 



Popular election 



14 



37 



4 



8 



0 



0 



0 



Appointment or 
election by gove-- 

nor or legislature 66 40 77 79 1 0 1 

Election or appoint- 
ment by constituent 
groups, such as 
alumni or church 

bodies 9 8 9 13 15 24 15 

Combination of self- 
perpetuation and 
appointment by 

constituents 5 1 9 0 28 12 29 

Other, including 
appointment by 
local governing 

bodies 19 23 18 16 5 6 5 

Note: Columns may sum to more than 100 because of multiple responses to the same question. 
Source: Taylor 1987. 
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Selection of trustees in public institutions 
Disagreements over selection in public institutions concern the 
nature and effect on the selection process of inappropriate polit- 
ical influence (Kohn and Mortimer 1983). Elected boards arc 
said to attempt to represent the people who voted them into of- 
fice. Indeed, particularly when trustees are elected in local 
rather than in statewide elections, board members are often ex- 
posed to direct community pressure. As a result, many such 
boards tend to involve themselves in managerial detail in an ef- 
fort to be responsible to constituents and — not incidentally — to 
be reelected (Brown and Walworth 1985-86; Gould 1973; Kerr 
and Gade 1986; Pray 1975; Zwingle 1980b). Some also think it 
questionable that many with the capacity to become effective 
trustees will subject themselves to the rigors and expense of 
campaigning for office (Kohn and Mortimer 1983). 

Those who defend direct election of trustees claim that the 
process is more open and therefore more democratic than politi- 
cal appointment and that elected trustees have the independence 
needed to protect their institutions from governmental intrusion 
(Kohn and Mortimer 1983). 

Critics of political appointment contend that politicians can- 
not ignore partisan considerations in selecting board members. 
As a result, appointed trustees may be unqualified, uninterested 
in serving the institution, and subject to partisan political pres- 
sure (Gould 1973; Kohn and Mortimer 1983; Lee and Bowen 
1971; Pray 1975). The activities of such boards are likely to be 
influenced more by political than by substantive considerations 
(Newman 1973). 

Some suggest that the political access available to appointed 
trustees is an advantage to public institutions dependent for 
support on governors or legislators. But because trustees' terms 
of office are not usually coterminus with those of the appoint- 
ing person or body, many board members may be associated 
with previous rather than present office holders (Epstein 1974). 
A by-product of this arrangement is its contribution to greater 
board independence than otherwise might result from a political 
appointment process. Overlapping terms of office can produce 
a relationship between trustees and the appointing agency that 
has been likened to the connection between Supreme Court jus- 
tices and the president of the United States; short of attempts to 
change the rules of appointment and tenure, the governor or 
legislature must wait for vacancies to occur before politically 
desirable appointments can be made (Epstein 1974). 
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How then can ihe selection process for public boards be im- 
proved? Most suggestions involve the nominating and screening 
of candidates for board membership by panels comprised of ed- 
ucators, civic groups, alumni, students, business and profes- 
sional groups, civic associations, political parties, and so on 
(Carnegie Commission 1973a; Corson 1975; Lee and Bowen 
1971; Nason 1982; National Commission 1980b; Rauh 1969). 
Such a committee could be charged with assessing requirements 
for board membership for demographic balance and range of 
competencies, searching for and screening candidates, consult- 
ing with incumbent trustees and the chief executive, and nomi- 
nating members to the appointing agency. Where trustees are 
elected, the committee could nominate the candidates or, at a 
minimum, publicly endorse their preferred choices (Nason 
1982; National Commission 1980b). 

Some doubt whether such screening devices are wise or 
workable. A nominating group that includes enough educators 
to legitimate it in the eyes of the institution ''endangers the es- 
sence of trusteeship as traditionally understood — that citizens 
representing the public should govern the university in behalf 
of the state to which it belongs'' (Epstein 1974, pp. 89-90). As 
to workability, it seems doubtful to at least one observer that 
very many governors, legislators, or electing publics would 
voluntarily restrict their freedom to select the trustees they fa- 
vor, even if they retain the right to choose from among a group 
of nominees (Epstein 1974). 

Variations in the quality of boards among states, within 
states, and over time appear attributable to the traditions that 
adhere to appointment processes (Education Commission of the 
States 1986). When those responsible for selecting trustees con- 
sider candidates' commitment and interest as well as their poli- 
tics, better boards are likely to result, and a tradition of 
effective boards begets boards of high quality. 

Selection of trustees in independent institutions 
The most common criticisru leveled at selection processes of 
trustees in independent institutions is that they are "at worst 
haphazard and at best casual" (National Commission 1980a, p. 
6; see also Besse 1973; Zwingle 1985). As one board member 
describes the selection process in the nonprofit sector generally, 
''Most . . . boards sort of stumble into adding people. They 
say, 'There's somebody good' and nut them on the board. . . . 



We must know why we are actually putting people there'' (Ma- 
honey 1985, p. II). 

Self-perpetuation tends above all to encourage the appoint- 
ment of new board members who will ''fit in" and to weed out 
those who are **deviant'' (Middleton 1983, p. 26; see also Kra- 
mer 1965). In addition to serving that goal, boards that select 
new members purposively may be thought of doing so as a 
means of managing their environment. As suggested earlier, 
representatives of significant external groups are coopted by the 
institution as a strategy for obtaining resources, exchanging in- 
formation, creating interinstitutional commitments, and estab- 
lishing legitimacy with those outside the institution (Pfeffer and 
SaJancik 1978, p. 161). 

As a first step toward assembling a board that meets the 
needs of a particular institution, a board profile can be devel- 
oped that describes the demographic composition and range of 
skills characterizing the current board. This exercise demon- 
strates where the board is strong or deficient and as vacancies 
arise provides guidance for assessing the suitability of prospec- 
tive new members (Gale 1984). 

The board is advised to have a nominating or membership 
committee charged with continuously searching for prospective 
trustees, assessing their qualifications in light of the board's 
needs, identifying the requirements for a given appointment to 
the board, and recommending crjididates to the board to fill va- 
cancies (Nason 1982; National Commission 1980a). 

Recruiting new trustees can be difficult for all but the most 
prestigious institutions. Virtually all boards want influential, 
wealthy trustees who have an abiding interest in the institution, 
but few colleges have large numbers of such people among 
their alumni, usually the primary source of talent for indepen- 
dent institutions (Wood 1985). Institutions are therefore advised 
to seek out as prospective trustees people who are rising rapidly 
in their careers and are willing to work. Such people, who are 
''committed to the institution before they reach the top, become 
investments in the future" (Gale 1984, p. 9; see also National 
Commission 1980a). 

Cultivating prospective trustees calls for making the effort to 
familiarize the individual with the institution and to pique his 
or her interest with invitations to the campus and to social 
events, such as dinner with current trustees and the president 
(Gale 1984). 
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The invitation to the prospective board member should be 
made in person by the president and at least one trustee, proba- 
bly the chair. It should include a specific description of a trust- 
ee's responsibilities and an explanation of the reasons that 
particular person is being asked to join the board (Gale 1984; 
National Commission 1980a; O'Connell 1985). 

Trustees^ terms of office 

Trustees' terms are longer on average in the public than the In- 
dependent sector and are less likely to be subject to limitations 
on reappointment (see table 3). 

The selection process for trustees of public institutions doubt- 
less limits renewals sufficiently so that fewer formal regulations 
are required. Turnover among governors and legislators and 
shifting attitudes among the electing public probably ensure that 
board membership also will change over time. In fact, the 
somewhat longer terms of public trustees are probably crucial 
to forestalling excessive turnover and undue partisanship within 
the board's membership. Long, staggered terms usually prevent 
a single governor or legislature from packing a board with 
trustees of a particular political persuasion or the voting public 
from selecting an entire board in one election (Epstein 1974). 

The issue of turnover in the independent sector is more prob- 
lematic because, barring a trustee's resignation or formal lim?- 
tations on reappointment, in most cases it is the board itself 
that must be willing to deny reappointment, a discomfiting 
prospect for conflict-averse boards comprised of people chosen 
in large measure because they ''fit in." Yet the possibility of 
lifetime membership can make it difficult to rid the board of 
underperforming trustees (Gale 1984; National Commission 
1980a: Wood 1985). 

Most boards resist imposing a limit on length of term or a 
mandatory retirement age because such practices ensure that the 
best trustees as well as the least effective ones will be cycled 
off the board. And even if the hiatus is temporary, the individ- 
ual may lose interest in the intervening time or be ''pirated" by 
another board (Gale 1984, p. 14). Moreover, a replacement 
will have to be found, which, given the difficulties associated 
with recruiting new trustees, is a prospect many boards wish to 
avoid. 

To ensure turnover that does not result in the complete sever- 
ing of trustees' ties to the board, many boards confer honorary 
or emeritus status on valued trustees who have exceeded man- 
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TABLE 3 

TRUSTEES' TERMS OF OFFICE AND LIMITATIONS ON REAPPOINTMENT 



Mean length of term (years) 



Public Institutions 



Independent 
Institutions 



4-Year 4-Year 
Single Mulri- 
All 2-Year Campus campus All 2-Year 4-Year 



Percent of institutions that limit number 

of trustees terms 24 10 31 26 

Mean maximum number of terms allowed 

(where limits exist) 2 2 2 2 

Percent of institutions that allow reap- 

pointment/reelection after a waiting period 45 29 49 44 
Mean length of waiting period (where 

waiting period exist) 2 12 2 



Percent of institutions with a mandatory 
retirement age for trustees 

Mean mandatory retirement age 
Source: Tavlor 1987. 
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datory retirement age or reached the board's limit on length of 
term. Honorary trustees usually may serve as members of board 
committees and may participate without vote in board meet- 
ings. Boards of independent institutions have an average of 
four honorary trustees each (Taylor 1987). 

Techniques for ridding the board of ineffective members in- 
clude assigning the nominating committee responsibility for 
evaluating trustees' performance and expecting the chair to ask 
underperforming trustees to step down (Gale 1984; National 
Commission 1980a). 

Summary 

Most boards are comprised predominantly of white, male busi- 
nessmen and professionals. Board composition has changed lit- 
tle in recent years, primarily because of the need of colleges 
and universities to attract environmental support and legitima- 
tion to which many such trustees have access. Moreover, the 
selection processes tend to produce homogeneous, conflict- 
averse boards comprised of people who will "fit in.'' An ex- 
ception is the constituent-oriented board, many of which are 
popularly elected. 

Individuals are motivated to join boards for reasons of social 
prestige, desire to provide public service, access to powerful 
persons, and/or loyalty to the institution. 
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AREAS OF THE BOARD'S RESPONSIBILITY 



A larger body of literature describes in both substance and 
process what boards should do than what they actually do 
(Brown 1986). Most of these lists of responsibilities center 
around policy making, financing the institution, staffing, and 
interpreting the institution to its environment (Kramer 1981: 
Middleton 1983), and the responsibilities mentioned most con- 
sistently can be summarized as follows: 

1 . Maintain the trust 

2. Delegate authority 

3. Raise and steward funds 

4. Approve the budget 

5. Develop and preserve physical facilities 

6. Oversee academic affairs 

7. Appoint, support, and evaluate the president 

8. Arbitrate internal disputes 

9. Establish goals and evaluate progress 

10. Act as bridge and buffer to the environment 

1 1 . Stimulate change 

12. Act responsibly. 



Trustees are 
held legally 
responsible 
for their 
actions^ and 
experts 
predict that 
the future will 
bring even 
more legal 
exposure to 
governing 
boards. 



Maintain the Trust 

Boards exist to provide continuity, stability, and integrity to 
protect the institution's mission, *'to make certain that long- 
term values are not sacrificed for short-term gains'' (Nason 
1982, pp. 19-20). Fulfilling this responsibility requires that 
trustees concern themselves witfi the institution's activities as 
well as with its property (Zwingie 1985) and, indeed, that 
board members accept responsibility for all of the major deci- 
sions that influence the institution's quality and character (Cor- 
son 1973a). Thus, trustees must be knowledgeable about the 
institution and about governance (Fisher 1969), they must be 
committed to higher education and to the goals of the institu- 
tion (Cheit 1971), and they must seek expert guidance from the 
president and faculty (Zwingie 1985). 

Maintaining the trust is more than a purely ethical matter. 
Trustees are held legally responsible for their actions, and ex- 
perts predict that the future will bring even more legal exposure 
to governing boards (Association of Governing Boards 1985: 
Ingram 1980b). Potential areas of concern include failure to re- 
view management, evaluate policies, and respond appropriately 
to financial crises (Pray 1974). 

Courts expect that boards will know and abide by the law. 
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disclose and avoid participating in matters where their interests 
conflict with those of the institution, and act in good faith to 
protect the institution's integrity (Lascell and Hallenbeck 1980; 
Weeks 1980; Woodruff 1976). 

Delegate Authority 

Despite their legal authority, trustees are a legislative and not 
an executive body, and "execution of policy must be scrupu- 
lously left in the hands of the president" (Fisher 1969, p. 8). 
Indeed, one observer goes so far as to declare, "No argument 
or principle comes to mind [that] would entitle a board of trust- 
ees to act as the final or supreme authority in all the important 
affairs of the university— legal provisions in the board's charter 
notwithstanding" (Mason 1972, p. 27). In fact, in such areas 
as fund raising and hiring a president, trustees are often very 
much involved in the execution of policy. Moreover, few ob- 
servers agree that boards should relinquish final authority for 
all other important institutional policy matters. 

Trustees are encouraged to delegate authority for two rea- 
sons. First, the professional expertise of the faculty and admin- 
istration renders them more competent than the board to make 
and execute many institutional decisions, or at least to collabo- 
rate with the board in doing so (Corson 1980; Mortimer and 
McConnell 1978). Second, absentee trustees have neither the 
time nor the information to carry out all of the responsibilities 
legally assigned to them. This situation could be remedied by 
making chairmanship of the board a full-time position and as- 
signing the board a staff of its own (Greenleaf 1974), but such 
suggestions have never found wide support. 

Trustees are told they can delegate authority but not respon- 
sibility (Corson 1977), and so devices for helping trustees 
"keep their noses in" and "their fingers out" are offered (Cor- 
son 1975, p. 268). Most emphasize the value of boards' asking 
questions of administrators as a means of monitoring the insti- 
tution's functioning (Corson 1973a; Wood 1984b). Moreover, 
trustees are told that their concern should be with ensuring that 
the institution is well run rather than with running it (Carnegie 
Commission 1973a; Corson 1980). 

Raise and Steward Funds 

Lists of trustees' responsibilities are virtually unanimous in in- 
cluding fund raising and investment as key duties. They are 
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seen as the primary manifestation of the board's responsibility 
to maintain the trust, and perhaps as important, trustees are 
viewed as more capable than most institutional personnel of 
raising and investing money. '*No one, not even the president, 
is in as good a position to ask for support as the trustees, 
whose position gives them a special perspective, who are 
clearly not self-seeking, and whose commitment to the institu- 
tion is seen as testimony to its worth" (Nason 1982, p. 27). 

Similarly, boards are assumed to have capable investors 
among their members (or are encouraged to appoint such trust- 
ees), and, in fact, one recent study found that **sharply focused 
trustee involvement in the investment process resulted in im- 
proved [endowment] performance" (Academy for Educational 
Development 1985, p. 3). 

Writers on trusteeship encourage far more direct involvement 
by board members in fund raising and investment than in most 
other areas of responsibility. A former college president and 
authority on fund raising argues unambiguously that successful 
fund raising requires that trustees be '^exploited" and that they 
be ''deeply involved" in all aspects of the program. *'No fund 
raising program achieves success without strong board leader- 
ship" (Fisher 1984, p. 165). 

Similarly, trustees are told they have a responsibility to 
''manage" the endowment and any temporary fund balances on 
hand (Nason 1982, p. 29: see also Academy for Educational 
Development 1985). It is significant that, unlike many other re- 
sponsibilities, trustees are not told in this case that they have 
merely the duty to oversee the management of fund raising and 
investment. 

llie board's responsibility for fund raising is traditionally as- 
sumed to include personal giving and solicitation by trustees, 
particularly trustees of independent institutions (Bean 1975; 
Fisher 1984; Kinnison 1984; O'Connell 1985; Radock 1983; 
Radock and Jacobson 1980). Increasingly, the more recent lit- 
erature treats the role of boards of public institutions in obtain- 
ing resources and considers the role in public policy of trustees 
of independent institution:^ ir. situations where state and federal 
policies affect support for independent inst'^utions or for their 
students. Consequently, trustees are encouraged to engage in 
lobbying at the state and federal levels (Nason 1982) and in 
general to broaden their concern for the institution's activities 
involving government relations (Radock and Jacobson 1980). 
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Approve the Budget 

Stated simply, trustees are advised that they are responsible for 
seeing **that the bills are paid'' (Nason 1982, p. 24). This re- 
sponsibility is viewed as a fundamental aspect of the board's 
role as preserver of the trust, and as such its significance is 
considered to extend well beyond the literal obligation to en- 
sure that this month's electric bill is paid. As important as 
meeting current obligations is ensuring that the institution will 
be viable over the long run (Pocock 1984b). 

This requirement complicates in at least two respects the 
board's role of budget approval. First, viewing resource man- 
agement as an aspect of the board's role as preserver of the 
trust implies that resources will be applied to support institu- 
tional goals and purposes (Fisher 1969; Nelson 1980; Zwingle 
1980a); therefore, responsible trustees will know the institu- 
tion's goals and see that budget decisions support those goals, 
both in the short and the long run. In some instances, doing so 
might require the board to allow the institution to incur short- 
term debt to ready itself to meet long-term goals (Nason 1982). 
It certainly requires that the board establish the policies that 
will govern decisions about individual expenditures (Fisher 
1969) and that it monitor expenditures regularly to ensure that 
the institution's goals are being supported (Pocock 1984b). 

Second, the board has an obligation to consider more than 
just money as it makes budget decisions. In addition to funds, 
resources also take the form of land, facilities and equipment,' 
support staff, and faculty, not all of which are readily ex- 
changeable for funds (Nelson 1982). Hence, for example, deci- 
sions about personnel and academic programs, once made, 
carry continuing budgetary obligations that cannot readily be al- 
tered or abandoned. If, at the extreme, trustees are concerned 
only with balancing this year's budget while academic pro- 
grams are added and faciMty tenured thoughtlessly, future finan- 
cial crisis may well ensue (Taylor 1984a). 

The board's role as preserver of both current and future insti- 
tutional vitality requires that trustees receive adequate informa- 
tion from administrators on which to base decisions about 
resources. ''Adequacy" implies that information will be appro- 
priate in depth and format to the needs of policy makers rather 
than administrators, that the assumptions underiying proposed 
decisions will be specified, that the reliability of the assump- 
tions will be open to discussion and debate, and that informa- 
tion comparing the institution's financial situation to peers and 
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to its own performance over time will be provided (Corson 
1980; Nelson 1982; Taylor 1984a). 

Trustees, presumably because many come from business 
backgrounds, are commonly thought to be well qualified to 
make financial judgments (Dorsey 1980; Radock and Jacobson 
1980). Many trustees, however, particularly nonbusiness and 
newer board members, are overly deferential to those trustees 
seen as financial experts (Nason 1982; Pocock 1984b). And to 
the degree that administrators control the decisions about pro- 
grams, facilities, and people that by extension determine where 
funds will be expended, administrators are frequently seen as 
equally or more powerful than boards in the financial sphere. 

Develop and Preserve Physical Facilities 

The board's responsibility for ensuring adequate physical facili- 
ties has historically been as well established as its roles in fund 
raising and budget approval. Founders and trustees of early col- 
leges often secured land and buildings well before establishing 
programs or hiring a president (Rudolph 1962). Even now, 
trustees are often believed to be more comfortable with such 
worldly matters as land and buildings than with programs and 
faculty. Moreover, the board's responsibility for maintaining 
the trust is perhaps most visible in the institution's physical 
plant (Nason 1982). 

Recently, the board's responsibility for preserving the physi- 
cal plant has received new emphasis. The rapid expansion of 
institutions during the 1950s and 1960s saw buildings con- 
structed rapidly and cheaply, and many of those structures are 
now deteriorating, more or less simultaneously. Tnat it is oc- 
curring at a time of financial stringency for most institutions 
exacerbates the problem (Kaiser 1983, 1984). 

To fulfill their role in developing and preserving facilities, 
trustees are advised to ensure that the institution adopt a master 
plan for campus facilities, specifying future needs for construc- 
tion, demolition, and maintenance. Moreover, the board should 
determine appropriate levels of debt for the plant and establish 
conditions governing the acceptance of gifts of land or build- 
ings and of grants to construct facilities. Such gifts or grants 
carry continuing financial obligations that the institution may 
not be able to afford (Nelson 1980). Finally, trustees are re- 
minded that facilities exist to support programs and that facil- 
ity-related decisions must be consonant with academic goals 
(Kaiser 1983; Nelson 1980). 
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Oversee Academic Affairs 

The board's concern for academic affairs is considered to en- 
compass four areas of responsibility: setting personnel policies 
and procedures for faculty, establishing academic programs, en- 
suring that budget decisions support academic priorities, and 
evaluating tlie institution's academic activities (Chait and asso- 
ciates 1984). 

Such straightforward lists of responsibilities notwithstanding, 
much of what has been written about the board's role in aca- 
demic affairs stresses the contradiction inherent in the role. 

On the one hand, it is generally contended that trustees bear 
the ultimate and full responsibility for the performance of 
their institution. Simultaneously, faculties and administrators 
usually contend that trustees are not competent to make deci- 
sions as to admissions, faculty hiring and promotion, and 
what programs and courses should be offered. They should, 
in short, keep their fingers out of academic affairs (Corson 
1973a, p. 6; see also Ruml and Morrison 1959). 

Despite possible controversy, however, trustees are fre- 
quently advised that they h?\\ no choice but to become in- 
volved in academic matters. Budget decisions are seen as so 
intimately tied to academic policy that trustees cannot be in- 
volved in one without also tending to the other (Nelson 1979). 
As academic programs are the heart of the institution— and 
trustees are responsible for ensuring the institution's integrity — 
their responsibility for academic affairs is inescapable (Nason 
1982). As a practical matter, trustees cannot be expected to 
support and promote decisions they have had no part in making 
(Dorsey 1980). And, finally, faculty are sometimes seen as lit- 
tle more competent than trustees to make broad educational 
policy. Faculty specialization and departmental initiative have 
promoted fractionated curricula, self-serving faculty personnel 
policies, and insufficient concern for the **whole" student 
(Corson 1975; Ruml and Morrison 1959). 

Trustees are counseled to avoid routinely substituting their 
judgment for that of campus academic experts and are advised 
instead to oversee academic affairs largely by asking questions 
of faculty and administrators, evaluating the answers they re- 
ceive, and then asking more questions if necessary (Association 
of American Colleges 1985; Chait and Taylor 1983; Corson 
1980; Meyerson 1980). Such an approach is seen as consistent 



with the constraints of the academic culture, which is character- 
ized by diffuse power and expectations by faculty of considera- 
ble professional autonomy. In fact, it is argued with respect to 
academic decision making that ''the bedrock values of most 
campus communities virtually demand that trustees participate 
but not dictate" (Chait 1984, p. 9). 

Trustees' responsible participation in academic affairs de- 
pends on familiarity with the institution, its programs, and its 
distinctive values (Wood 1984b). Such familiarity is encour- 
aged by formal and informal contacts between trustees and fac- 
ulty, including faculty presentations to the board, faculty- 
trustee dir-iers, joint meetings of parallel trustee and faculty ac- 
ademic affairs committees, ad hoc faculty-trustee committees to 
study particular academic questions, and faculty men/bership on 
board academic affairs committees (Chait and Taylor 1983; 
Wood 1984b). 

Appoint, Support, and Evaluate the President 

Appointing the president is often described as the board's most 
important responsibility (Bean 1975; Fisher 1969; Mortimer and 
McConnell 1978; Nason 1982). A variation on this theme sug- 
gests that this responsibility is more accurately viewed as the 
obligation to provide an effective presidency, that is, an office 
that is attractive to highly qualified individuals and structured 
to allow skillful leadership of the institution (Commission on 
Strengthening 1984). In either case, the president is seen as the 
key to the board's responsible performance, because it is the 
president to whom the board delegates much of its authority 
and to whom the board usually looks for guidance (Nason 
1982). 

Given the centrality and the significance of the president's 
role, trustees are frequently advised to pay greater heed to the 
process of selecting a president. In general, proposed improve- 
nients relate to defining explicitly what the institution requires 
in a new president and being realistic in evaluating the abilities 
of presidential candidates. Problems will arise later, it is ar- 
gued, if the president is ill suited to the institution's needs or if 
the board expects superhuman performance of the president 
(American Council on Education/ Association of Governing 
Boards 1986; Munitz 1980). 

The interdependence of boards and presidents frequently 
leads to a description of the relationship as a partnership (Mun- 
itz 1980; Pray 1974). Boards are advised to appoint active pres- 
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idents and to give them the staff, authority, and support they 
need to be effective leaders (Carnegie Commission 1973a). The 
president is told that his or her leadership is strengthened by 
consultation with a board from which support and approval can 
be drawn (Corson 1980). Yet, as will be discussed later, the 
expectation of partnership is paradoxical; the board is expected 
both to support and to evaluate the president, roles that may 
conflict when the board and the president disagree over presi- 
dential performance (Wood 1985). And, at the same time, 
board members who rely on the president for their information 
and education are simultaneously expected to judge their 
teacher (Munitz 1980). 

The potentially conflicting roles of supporter and evaluator 
tend to narrow the range of goals and devices for assessment 
boards are encouraged to adopt. First, the value of formal pres- 
idential evaluation is questioned. Such assessments, which are 
undertaken at regular intervals and which become public events 
as evidence is collected of presidential performance, are criti- 
cized for undermining presidential authority and prestige and 
for encouraging the president to do what is popular rather than 
what is right (Nason 1984). 

A second apparent result of the paradox between support and 
evaluation is the suggestion that the purpose of the evaluation 
should be to improve rather than to penalize performance and 
that boards should evaluate presidents according to the achieve- 
ment of the presidents' own goals (Munitz 1980; Nason 1984). 
Indeed, the president rather than the board should perhaps initi- 
ate the evaluation (Munitz 1980). 

Finally, it is argued, presidential evaluations should be — and 
often are — expanded to encompass the board's performance. 
This step is a logical extension of the board-president partner- 
ship model, which presupposes that the two partners are inter- 
dependent (Munitz 1980; Nason 1984). 

Arbitrate Internal Disputes 

Short of intervention by courts or legislature, the board is the 
institution's final authority, and so it is charged with acting as 
a **court of appeal" when disputes arise (Nason 1982, p. 42). 
This role, always implicitly a trustee's responsibility, became 
more widely exercised during the turmoil of the 1960s and 
1970s, when disagreements among campus constituencies 
erupted loudly and often (Perkins 1973). 

Boards should ensure that codes and regulations governing 



treatment and behavior of individuals are adopted, publicized, 
and followed and that appeals to the board are heard only after 
they have been pursued through established channels (Fisher 
1969; Nason 1982). 

Establish Goals and Evaluate Progress 

If trustees are ultimately responsible for the viability and suc- 
cess of their institutions, success cannot be siauged except by 
reference to the achievement of goals. Hence, boards are re- 
sponsible for participating in or at least being informed about 
institutional planning and evaluation (Bean 1975; Corson 1975; 
Dorsey 1980; Nason 1982; Pray 1974; Whitehead 1985). 

It is sometimes argued that trustees are particularly suited to 
participate in planning because many are business people, and 
the business community in general is more comfortable with 
and sophisticated about planning than are most colleges and 
universities. Moreover, trustees with business backgrounds 
should be particularly familiar with issues of finances and facil- 
ities pertinent to planning (Bean 1975; Dorsey 1980). And 
trustees bring a detachment and a comprehensive sense of the 
institution to the planning process that other participants may 
lack (Nason 1982). 

In contrast, other factors limit the potential of the trustee's 
role in planning. Trustees have too little time to be thoroughly 
involved, and they lack the academic expertise required to plan 
effectively. Hence, planning is properly left to administrators, 
and the board's responsibility is largely one of insisting that 
planning be done and done well (Dorsey 1980; Martin 1974; 
Zwingle 1980a). 

A corollary to the board's responsibility for planning is its 
obligation to evaluate the institution's progress toward achiev- 
ing its goals. Not only is it necessary to the institution's suc- 
cess, but it is also viewed as a means of preventing interference 
from outside groups' (courts, law makers, funding sources, and 
so on) needing assurance that the institution is well run (Bailey 
1982; Ingram 1980b). As in planning, the board's detachment 
is seen as an advantage in evaluation (Corson 1975; Zwingle 
1985), but trustees' lack of time and academic expertise sug- 
gests that the board's role should be to ensure that evaluation 
takes place rather than to serve as the evaluator (Chait and Tay- 
lor 1983; Meyerson 1980). 

A special case in the discussion of evaluation is the board's 
role in institutional and specialized accreditation. Trastees have 
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traditionally remained distant from the accreditation process 
(Ingram 1980b), but they are increasingly being advised to be- 
come informed about the purpose, process, and results of ac- 
creditation as one means of fulfilling their responsibility to 
evaluate (Association of Governing Boards Subcommittee 
1982). 

Act as Bridge and Buffer 

It is sometimes argued that the board's central function is to 
link the institution with its environment, simultaneously rep- 
resenting the interests of society to the institution and vice 
versa (Aldrich 1979; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). In addition to 
this function as a bridge, an expectation exists that trustees will 
buffer the institution from intrusion by the society (Nason 
1982). If one assumes that the interests of society and the insti- 
tution sometimes diverge, these roles may conflict, a situation 
that has created **a basic ambivalence in the role of the trustee 
that has not been resolved to this day" (Schenkel 1971, p. 9). 

The trustee's role as a bridge from the institution to society 
is usually described as a public relations or government rela- 
tions function. To perform this role, the trustee must under- 
stand the educational process and the institution's policies and 
be skillful in communicating with institutional constituencies, 
governmental agencies, and the general public (Cheit 1971; 
Fisher 1969; Ingram 1980b; Newman 1973; Ruml and Morrison 
1959). This responsibility is viewed mainly as an ethical one, 
arising from the acceptance of a public trust, but it is also sug- 
gested thai the failure to perform this aspect of the role as 
bridge will result in the loss of authority by the institution to 
governmental bodies and other external agencies (Corson 
1975). 

The board's function as buffer requires it to resist inappro- 
priate intrusion by outside agencies into the internal affairs of 
the institution (Carnegie Commission 1973a). The role is a par- 
ticularly nettlesome one for public institutions whose boards are 
often subject to direct pressure from governmental bodies and 
whose members may even view themselves as responsible more 
for transmitting than resisting intrusion (Pray 1975). For this 
reason, trustees from both the independent and the public sec- 
tors are encouraged to broaden their view of what constitutes 
accountability to the public interest, essentially raising it from 
the level of responding to immediate pressures to the higher 
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plane of serving overarching societal goals (Mortimer and 
McConnell 1978; Newman 1973). 

In fact, it is possible ''that transmitting and resisting are not 
alternative strategies, but that [trustees], in yielding to some 
community pressures, aiight put themselves and the university 
in a better position to resist other, greater pressures" (Epstein 
1974, p. 94). 

Stimulate Change 

Colleges and universities are essentially conservative institu- 
tions whose faculties resist change (Carnegie Commission 
1973a; Ruml and Morrison 1959). While the appropriateness of 
the board's assuming the role of agent for change is controver- 
sial (Zwingle 1985), the board may be the only group suffi- 
ciently disinterested and yet informed to stimulate change 
(Carnegie Commission 1973a). 

The appropriate role for the board may be that of prodder of 
administrators. The president of one university was reportedly 
galvanized into assuming the role of agent for change when a 
trustee asked him two questions: ''What vision did he have for 
[the institution] ten years hence? And how did he plan to 
achieve that vision?" (Keller 1983, p. 95). 

Act Responsibly 

Trustees who act responsibly are well informed and comport 
themselves appropriately. Being informed *'is a condition of 
the proper exercise of the [trustee's] other responsibilities," as, 
lacking information about their role and institution, trustees 
cannot hope to perform effectively (Nason 1982, p. 43). 

Trustees are encouraged to seek information from any source 
(Gould 1973), to maintain between meetings an interest in the 
institution and in higher education (Zwingle 1985), and to bring 
a sense of curiosity to their work on the board (Corson 1980). 
In fact, the quest for information might require the board to 
have a staff of its own (Greenleaf 1974). 

Board members who comport themselves appropriately ad- 
here both in substance and in style to certain behavioral norms. 
In substance, the trustee is expected to act only as a member of 
the corporation, the trustee body as a whole, suggesting that 
the individual board member has no inherent authority to speak 
for the institution (Zwingle and Mayville 1974). It also reminds 
trustees of their obligation to act as a corporate body in the le- 
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gal sense, placing the good of the institution before their per- 
sonal interests (Uscell and Hallenbeck 1980). Among other 
responsibilities, trustees should avoid providing professional 
services to their institutions, a practice that could constitute a 
conflict of interest (Zwingle 1985). More fundamentally, it im- 
plies that trustees must attend meetings and participate knowl- 
edgeably in decision making (OTonnell 1985). 

With respect to style, trustees are advised to conduct them- 
selves with dignity and to show respect for those with differing 
opinions (Pray 1974). Once the board reaches a decision, that 
decision should have the support of the full board (Cheit 1 97 1; 
Wessell 1974). Finally, trustees should remember that 'Mnflu-' 
ence decides more things than power'' and that rhe board 
should avoid the blatant imposition of formal authority (Cheit 
I97I). 

In sum, board members are advised that the obligation to act 
responsibly is not only an ethical necessity but also is the key 
to stemming the erosion of their authority and the loss of insti- 
tutional autonomy to outside forces (Zwingle and Mavville 
1974). ^ 
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FACTORS AFFECTING THE WORK OF THE BOARD 



Considerable evidence suggests that boards do not always per- 
form the roles they are advised to assume. A variety of factors, 
internal and external to the institution, appear to influence the 
nature of trustees' actual authority and the means by which it is 
exercised. 

This chapter first examines a board's activity in policy mak- 
ing and administration and then explores three general proposi- 
tions that may explain the roles boards actually undertake: (1) 
that trustees' ability to govern their institutions as they are ad- 
vised to do is constrained by forces beyond their control; (2) 
that trustees choose not to exercise the authority attributed to 
them; and (3) that under certain conditions boards will assume 
responsibilities previously neglected. 

Policy Making and Administration 

As suggested earlier, trustees are usually advised that with few 
exceptions they should carry out their responsibilities by mak- 
ing policies and expecting administrators to execute them. A 
policy is "a general rule ... or a statement of intent . . 
which provides guidance to administrators in reaching decisions 
with respect to . . . matters entrusted to their care" (Nelson 
1985, p. 2). This division of responsibility arises from the 
board's legal obligation to manage the institution, even as its 
status as a nonresident, unpaid, lay body prevents it from pro- 
viding day-to-day management (Kramer 1981; Wood 1984a). 

Both in theory and in practice the policy/administration di- 
chotomy is anything but clear. First, policy is a multilevel con- 
struct in which higher levels of policy govern the adoption of 
lower-level policies. One model defines three levels: governing, 
which are general policies set by boards relating to mission, ed- 
ucational program, and operations; executive, which are set by 
the president and other senior administrators to manage the in- 
stitution's resources and operations consistent with governing 
policy; and operating, which are set by deans and directors in 
pursuit of executive policies (Bogue and Riggs 1974). ''Admin- 
istration" in this case may be conceived as a form of policy 
making (Paltridge, Hurst, and Morgan 1973). 

A second model identifies six descending levels of policy, 
including major policies, which concern broad issues of mis- 
sion and purpose; secondary policies, which relate to narrower 
but still crucial and uncommon matters, such as adding a new 
academic department: functional policies, which govern the 
regular operations of an institution and include, for example. 
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the adoption oi an annual operating budget; minor policies, 
which include ''essentially procedural matters [that] are ele- 
vated in importance'' because they are controversial or arise in- 
frequently; procedures and standard operating plans, which 
direct the daily activities of various offices and departments; 
and rules, which include very specific regulations governing 
campus parking and the like (Wood 1985, p. 129). 

In both models, policy levels are mutually influencing. The 
influence of higher on lower levels of policy is illustrated in the 
decisions of the Harvard Coiporation (its governing board) in 
the 1940s to make Harvard a ''national" college and by the 
New York City Bo^rd of Higher Education in the 1970s to es- 
tablish an open admissions policy for the City University of 
New York. Both decisions produced "radical'' changes in cur- 
riculum and academic climate, which in turn were governed by 
myriad lower-level policy decisions (Martin 1974, pp. 5-6). 

Tnese examples are consistent with the general wisdom sug- 
gesting that, as protectors of institutions' long-term vvelfarc, 
boards should operate at the higher levels of policy making 
where overriding concerns are addressed. For example, deci- 
sions about institutional mission and the adoption of the annual 
budget are consistently judged to be board business (Commis- 
sion on Strengthening 1984; Lewis 1980; Nelson 1985). And 
even in areas like academic affairs, where faculty claim special 
expertise, trustees are advised that they remain obligated to 
promulgate high-level, overriding policies (Chait and associates 
1984). 

Higher-level policy is often governed by previously made 
lower-level decisions, however, whether by necessity or chance 
or in an attempt to control the eventual outcome of the board's 
deliberations. For example, the appointment of faculty mem- 
bers with particular skills, the development of individual 
courses, the decision to spend even modest amounts of money 
on one initiative rather than another, and myriad other opera- 
tional decisions may constrain the board's subsequent policy 
decisions. In other words, a "great mass of policy is formed by 
operational imperatives and filters to the top, where the board 
is more or less forced to accept it" (Pray 1975, p. 21). 

The relative knrwledge and experience of administrators and 
trustees appear to be factors here. "The staff has to educate the 
board constantly and persistently, and it certainly does choose 
the elements of education [that] lead toward the conclusion of 
which tlie staff approves. In other words, \^'e tell them how to 
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vole and we call that process 'the board sets . . . policy' 
(Auerbach 1 96 1, p. 68; see also Middleton 1983; Price 1963). 
Staled somewhat less dogmatically, ''Many of the initiatives 
for which trustees lake credit appear to have existed in embry- 
onic form within the administration oi to have had such wide 
currency that trustees and senior staff may have picked up an 
idea almost simultaneously'' (Wood 1985, p. 142). 

A board's operating style also appears to influence its in- 
volvement in policy making (Wood 1985, pp. 94-1 15). A rati- 
jying board tends to accept administrative judgments 
unquestioningly and so would be expected to act as the prover- 
bial rubber stamp in the policy-making process. This board is 
one that believes its main responsibility is to hire a president 
and then let him or her run the institution. A corporate board, 
in contrast, involves itself in the sort of financial and manage- 
rial matters that are seen in business organizations but generally 
expects the president to assume complete administrative author- 
ity for the institution. And trustees on a participatory board fre- 
quently involve themselves directly in the administration of the 
institution, usually out of a sense of personal ownership and re- 
sponsibility for its affairs. Not surprisingly, most members of 
participatory boards in independent institutions are alumni. 

The \vay presidents handle the policy structure with their 
boards seems less a function of certainty about what a policy 
issue really is than a defensive tactic for dealing with the 
board's operating style. ... A president with a participa- 
tory board will find that if the board is to remain satisfied, it 
must become involved in issues [that] a corporate board 
might consider administrative (Wood 1985, p. 134). 

Perhaps it is for this reason that many boards appear to be 
more deeply involved in making specific managerial decisions 
than in making or approving policies (Corson 1980; Lee and 
Bowen 1 97 1; Odendahl and Boris 1983). 

At least two studies suggest that trustees wish to share au- 
thority for institutional policy making with administrators and 
faculty members. In the first, fewer than two-thirds of some 
275 trustees of public and independent colleges and universities 
reported that their boards would assume final authority for 
changing the institution's mission or for evaluating the presi- 
dent's performance. Fewer than one-half of the respondents in- 
dicated that their boards would decide matters concerning the 
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establishment of faculty tenure, promotion, compensation, or 
retirement policies, or the establishment or discontinuation of 
academic programs. In each case, respondents reported relying 
significantly on administrators to take action on these and other 
matters typically considered board responsibilities (Taylor 
1984b, pp. 38-42). A second study demonstrated trustees' clear 
preference for sharing major authority with administrators and 
sometimes faculty members for establishing faculty personnel 
policies, tuition levels, and degree programs (Rauh 1969, pp. 
38-39). 

Depending on the nature of the shared authority, this position 
is not necessarily a violation of what is considered good board 
practice. Although boards are advised to rely on the profes- 
sional expertise of faculty and administrators, they may be said 
to be shirking their responsibility for participating knowledge- 
ably in all major institutional decisions to the extent that they 
serve merely to provide legal sanction for adminiotrative and 
faculty initiatives. 

With respect to the matter of the board's involvement in 
managerial detail, a survey of 400 business executives serving 
on nonprofit boards is instructive. Board members' most com- 
mon roles were fund raising, establishing operating procedures, 
enlisting support from others, budgeting and fiscal control, and 
providing a different point of view to the organization. Note 
that neither ^^supervising management" nor ^^formulating broad 
policy" is included in this list. When respondents were asked 
what they would like to do on their boards, they most fre- 
quently listed '^deciding on operating procedures and public re- 
lations strategies" and '^carrying out assignments given to them 
by administrators" (Middleton 1983, pp. 10-11). 

Many nonprofit organizations have fewer and less sophisti- 
cated staff to rely on than most college and university boards 
have, and so perhaps these findings are to be expected. But a 
study of 20 boards of four-year public colleges and universities 
reached somewhat similar conclusions. This research (Paltridge, 
Hurst, and Morgan 1973) classified board decisions by three 
levels: I — legislative, II — manageriaL and III — working. Legis- 
lative decisions deal with ethical principles, general rules, and 
long-range issues; managerial decisions concern organizational 
control, direction of subordinates, and interpretation of legisla- 
tive policy: and working decisions relate to the implementation 
of specific rules and procedures. The study found that of nearly 
4,000 individual board decisions, approximately 42 percent 
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were classified as level III and 38 percent level H. In contrast, 
less than 8 percent of the decisions were classified as level I, at 
which boards are in theory expected to operate (p. 38). This 
pattern remained fairly consistent across the four types of 
boards studied (comprehensive state, multicampus, single insti- 
tution with subsidiary branch campuses, and single campus), 
despite variations in their authority to make level 1 decisions 
(pp. 56-62). 

This finding is particularly disturbing to observers of multi- 
campus boards who note that trustees often engage in detailed 
decision making as if they were governing one campus rather 
than several. And they usually do so without the benefit of inti- 
mate knowledge of the affected campus. This practice under- 
mines one of the primary justifications for multicampus boards: 
that they can concern themselves with universitywide policy 
and leave managerial details to the campuses (Lee and Bowen 
1971). 

Involvement of this sort in low-level policy making and exe- 
cution may be seen with particular frequency among trustees 
whose knowledge of such matters as real estate, financial in- 
vestments, or law rivals or exceeds that of an institution's 
administration (Nelson 1985). Trustees who are reluctant to be- 
come involved in broad, long-term issues but who do not want 
to be labeled **rubber stamps'' can thus assume the role of 
''expert consultant." By providing what amounts to profes- 
sional advice, trustees feel they are contributing needed exper- 
tise to the institution and are able to see concrete results from 
their work (Wood 1985, p. 145). 

Particularly among independent colleges and universities, in- 
dividuals who provide professional services to institutions are 
quite frequently members of the board. For example, 26 per- 
cent of these boards include the institution's designated legal 
counsel, 17 percent the president of the bank where the institu- 
tion does all or most of its business, and 10 percent the institu- 
tion's primary financial advisor (Taylor 1987). These statistics, 
because they include only those services officially rendered, 
doubtless underst-'^e the full extent of consultative services pro- 
vided. 

The consulting role is problematic for two reasons. First, it 
''often leaves unrealized the strategic and developmental per- 
spectives a governing board is uniquely able to foster" (Wood 
1985, p. 145). Second, it may violate the trustee's obligation to 
avoid potential conflicts of interest. 
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Constraints on Trustees' Ability to Govern 
The nature of colleges and universities as organizations 
Perhaps the most fundamental factors affecting trustees' ability 
to govern concern the nature of colleges and universities as or- 
ganizations and the limitations these organizational features 
pose for the exercise of formal authority. 

Colleges and universities are variously described as bureau- 
cratic, collegialy or political organizations (Baldridge, Curtis, 
and Riley 1978). The bureaucratic model presupposes an organ- 
ization structured to achieve specific goals with maximum effi- 
ciency. To that end, the organization is conceived as a 
hierarchy with clear lines of authority, an emphasis on compe- 
tence as the criterion for appointment and promotion of offi- 
cials, and reliance on formal channels of communication and 
on formal policies and regulations to guide organizational 
processes. 

While this model has features that explain certain structural as- 
pects of college and university governance (Stroup 1966), it falls 
far short of describing the actual decision processes observed in 
most institutions. It fails, for example, to account for the use of 
power and informal authority through threats, expertise, and ap- 
peals to emotion, and, while it describes the implementation of 
policies, it is inadequate to account for the process of policy for- 
mulation (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978). 

The collegial model of the college or university rests on a 
view of the institution as a community in which policy making 
and management are undertaken with the full participation and 
consent of the community — particularly the faculty. Much of 
the justification for the model derives from the observation that 
professionals within a bureaucracy — college and university fac- 
ulty members, for example — tend ''to develop a different sort 
of structure from that characteristic of the administiative hier- 
archy [of a bureaucracy]. Instead . . . there tends to be what is 
roughly, in formal status, a company of equals'' (Parsons 
1947, p. 60). 

A serious limitation of the literature describing the collegial 
model is its failure to distinguish between the descriptive and 
normative views of the approach. Is the university a collegium 
or ought it to be one? In fact, much collegial decision making 
occurs on many campuses, but other d'tcisions are highly con- 
tested and ''the consensus [that results] actually represents the 
prevalence of one group over another" (Baldridge, Curtis, and 
Riley 1978, p. 34). 
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Much of the literature on trusteeship supports the collegia! 
view to the extent of suggesting that boards should defer to the 
judgment of faculty, particularly in academic matters. Effective 
and enthusiastic teaching is seen as inseparable from academic 
freedom and related issues of control over faculty hiring, devel- 
opment of curriculum, and selection of teaching methods (Mor- 
timer and McConnell 1978; Ruml and Morrison 1959). The 
authoritarianism that may suit a business is incompatible with 
the diffusion of authority necessary to enable faculty to perform 
the institution's central academic functions (Besse 1973; Corson 
1973b). In summary, trustees are told, the campus is not a de- 
mocracy but neither is the professional task of the faculty com- 
patible with strictly hierarchical methods of governance 
(Carnegie Commission 1973a). 

The political model of higher education governance assumes 
that the institution may be conceived as a political system in 
which various individuals and groups compete for the right to 
make policy decisions. Thus, th<^ board is seen as one of sev- 
eral constituents rather than the apex of an institutional hier- 
archy or the facilitator of consensus. 

Several assumptions about the organization underlie the 
model (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978, pp. 35-36). First, 
inactivity prevails because most constituents (including trustees) 
are uninterested in most of the decisions being made at any 
given time. Administrators, in particular, become by default the 
primary decision makers. 

Second, because of this low level of interest in many deci- 
sions, participation in the decision-making process is fluid; the 
right to make a 'decision usually adheres to those who persist. 

Third, the institution is fragmented into interest groups. The 
aims of faculty, trustees, administrators, and other internal and 
external constituents are likely to differ because their goals for 
the institution are usually vaguely articulated and often at odds. 

Fourth, because goals differ, conflict is normal and in fact 
can lead to healthy change within the organization. Trustees are 
often uncomfortable with this reality, though they are cautioned 
to anticipate and even welcome conflict. The institution is de- 
scribed as ^^a battleground of ideas" where a ''clear responsi- 
bility for trustees is to make sure there are differences, 
competent disagreements, fervid confrontations" (Martin 1974, 
pp. 2-3; see also Meyerson 1980; Wood 1984a). 

Fifth, fragmentation of interes: groups and resulting conflicts 
lead to the observation that formal authority is limited. The 
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nearly absolute authority given to trustees in charter and or- 
ganizational charts is curtailed as other interest groups bring 
pressures to bear. This case is particularly true in academic 
matters where faculty expertise frequently leads tnistees to ex- 
ercise virtually no authority over the institution's most funda- 
mental functions (Besse 1973). 

Finally, the model suggests, external interest groups are im- 
portant. Government agencies, legislatures, courts, benefactor 
prospective students, and others exert direct or indirect influ- 
ence over the institution's policies and policy-making practices 
Formal authonty in the hands of trustees may be no match for 
external pressures, which can be particularly acute during peri- 
ods or reduction and demogra; nic decline (Carnegie Commis- 
sion 1973a). 

In sum, while many noncontroversial issues in colleges and 
universities may be decided collegially or through established 
bureaucratic procedures, the political model is perhaps most 
pertinent for describing decision making in an organization with 
vague and conflicting goals, a professoriate with considerable 
informal authonty, and an environment positioned to make 
powerful claims on the institution. In other words, boards can- 
not govern alone because, despite the language of charters, 
they are not the sole repositories of authority in colleges and 
universities. 

Decline of influence 

We have seen that historically trustees' authority has declined 
as professional expertise of faculty and administrators has in- 
creased and become more important to institutional success 
Trustees, it is argued, 

simply do not have the time, the experience, or the knowl- 
edge to govern much of the large and complex institution for 
which they are legally responsible. Nor is there anv way 
compatible with the traditional conception of trusteeship, for 
board members to acquire the time, experience, or knowl- 
edge (Epstein 1974, p. 90). 

The paradox seems to be that the attributes that enable trustees 
to perform their functions as bridge and buffer and thus to le- 
gitimate the institution in the eyes of the public are the very 
qualities that prevent board members from exercising authority 
over the institution based on competence (Price 1963). 
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Administrators, particularly the president, often dominate 
board decision making by controlling the flow of information to 
trustees and by bringing only "safe" and minor issues to the 
board's attention (Kramer 1965, p. 111). And, because trustees 
report that the president is not only thei • chief but also their 
most trusted source of information (Tayior 1984b, pp. 28-32), 
it is unlikely that many trustees will demand that the board's 
role be broadened. Moreover, it is difficult to retrieve power 
once delegated because those to whom it has been given come 
to believe that the delegated authority is theirs by right (Corson 
1973a). 

Delegation of authority to presidents by boards of some mul- 
ticampus systems appears particularly extensive. Constraints on 
time, complexity of the system, and geographic distance from 
individual campuses are among the explanations for the in- 
creased influence attributed to these presidents (Epstein 1974; 
Millett 1984; Munitz 1981). 

Some observers point out that because the board retains the 
ability to dismiss the president, it continues to exert considera- 
ble influence, even when the president appears to dominate the 
board's activity (Zaid 1969). Thus it seems that an implicit 
agreement may be struck between the board and the president: 
The board will delegate broad authority to the president, even 
at the risk of appearing to be a rubber stamp, but ultimately if 
displeased will remove the president (Munitz 1980; Trow 
1984). It is argued, however, "the limitation is that [trustees] 
cannot use the power [to dismiss the president] very often with- 
out becoming ridiculous and reducing university administration 
to a shambles" (Epstein 1974, p. 93). 
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Changing institutional values 

The 19th century college "'was a unit . . . held together by a 
clearly perceived and accepted purpose, by a coherent curricu- 
lum, and by [cohesive] professional and social relationships" 
(Ruml and Morrison 1959, p. 48]. Several influences contrib- 
uted to the breakdown of this unity: specialization of knowl- 
edge, the inti^ Juction of the elective system, changing 
motivation for attending college, institutions' growing size and 
complexity, the politicization of higher education, and short- 
ages in resources, among others (Carnegie Commission 1973b; 
Corson 1973a; Nason 1982; Ruml and Morrison 1959). 

These influences, which continue to affect American colleges 
and universities, also constrain trustees' ability to govern. 
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Trustees are left unsure of their role. Are they to be statesmen, 
exercising independent judgments, or representatives, reflecting 
the views of constituents? (Jones 1985). Statesmanship requires 
general consensus about the institution's purposes and a will- 
ingness by members of the public and the academic community 
to accept trustees' authority— conditions notably lacking in 
mosi institutions (Corson 1973a; Epstein 1974; Nason 1982; 
Newman 1973). 

Alternatively, if trustees decide to represent constituents, 
they undermine the most fundamental conception of their roles 
as stewards of a larger public trust. Moreover, they ultimately 
risk the demise of trusteeship itself because the 'Mogical termi- 
nus [of the politicization of institutions] is the elimination of 
intermediary authorities" (Jones 1985, p. 15). 

External influences 

As the political model suggests, the ability of a board of trust- 
ees 10 govern is constrained by a variety of factors external to 
the institution. As higher education has assumed greater impor- 
tance to American society, external control, particularly of pub- 
lic institutions, has increased to the point that institutional 
independence and privilege have declined dramatically (Carne- 
gie Commission 1973b; Corson 1970). And even independent 
institutions, to the degree that they are affected by external reg- 
ulations, economic and demographic trends, and changing pub- 
lic attitudes, cannot entirely chart their destinies (Baldridge, 
Curtis, and Riley 1978; Mortimer and McConnell 1978). 

Public controL Governmental authorities are ''everywhere en- 
meshed" in the governance of public campuses (Lee and 
Bowen 197!, p. 1 17). This involvement ''has become, over the 
long term, both less and more intrusive— less in the old-fash- 
ioned political sense . . . more in the sense of bureaucratic sur- 
veillance and controls" (Commission on Strengthening i984, 
p. 81). Moreover, 60 percent of public campuses and 67 per- 
cent of public college students are part of multicampus institu- 
tions (Association of Governing Boards 1986, p. 19). Such 
institutions, as we shall see, present special challenges to tradi- 
tional systems of governance. 

Governments' interest in higher education stems from several 
sources. Institutions are seen as crucial to economic develop- 
ment (Education Commission of the States 1986; Millett 1984; 
Newman 1986), while at the same time states are concerned 



61 



about declining enrollments, program quality and coordination, 
financing and student aid, and relations between the public and 
independent sectors (Kauffman 1980; Millett 1984). 

States have developed a wide range of structures and prac- 
tices intended to ensure that their interests in higher education 
are represented and protected. A state may have a separate gov- 
erning board for each public institution, a governing board for 
a system of senior institutions and a system of two-year col- 
leges, a statewide governing board for all public institutions, or 
some combination (Millett 1984, p. 239). In addition, a state 
may have a coordinating agency with specific authority over 
the governing boards of public and/or independent institutions 
(Berdahl 1971). 

By 1972, ''47 states had established either consolidated gov- 
erning boards responsible for all senior institutions (and in 
some cases, community and junior colleges also) or coordinat- 
ing boards responsible for statewide planning and coordination 
of two or more governing boards" (Education Commission of 
the States 1986, p. 1). The ensuing years have seen a continua- 
tion of this pattern as well as a "major increase'' in the in- 
volvement of legislative staffs and executive branch agencies in 
higher education (p. 1). 

State governing boards at their best are seen as a means of 
ensuring that institutions serve multiple goals efficiently and 
that diversity among campuses is fostered (Lavine 1980; Lee 
and Bowen 1971). In addition, such boards are seen as prefera- 
ble to the more extensive direct control by state governments 
that would likely result without the board as a buffer (Lee and 
Bowen 1975; Newman 1986). 

These strengths are not endemic to the multicampus board 
structure, however. The effectiveness of such boards depends 
more on the prestige and skill of individual board members, 
their ability to function as a unit, and the reputation of their 
staffs among institutional and governmental officials (Education 
Commission of the States 1986). Moreover, the ability of these 
boards to focus on broad policy rather than c^n administrative 
detail is seen as a key to effectiveness (Newman 1986). 

Statewide and other multicampus governing boards do not 
want for detractors. State officials criticize them for being 
overly identified with institutional rather than with state inter- 
ests (Millett 1984), but too often this identification translates 
into the same preoccupation with detailed decision making that 
permeates boards of single-campus institutions (Commission on 
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Strengthening 1984; Lee and Bowen 1971; Paltridge, Hurst, 
and Morgan 1973). 

In other instances, far from failing to represent state inter- 
ests, critics charge that multicampus state boards actually trans- 
mit political pressure, particularly where government officials 
serve ex officio on governing boards (McConnell 1971). More- 
over, a multicampus structure may be more efficiently domi- 
nated by government officials who must deal with just one 
board rather than several (Lee and Bowen 1971). 

In states where public universities have been established by 
constitution, such institutions are theoretically more insulated 
from political pressure than universities established by law and 
vulnerable to legislative action (Cheit 1971). In fact, particu- 
larly because it depends on the legislature for funds, the board 
of a constitutional university may not be able to fend off threats 
to its autonomy (Mortimer and McConnell 1978; Newman 
1986). 

Rather than protecting diversity, state and other multicampus 
boards are often seen as exerting a leveling influence by pro- 
mulgating rigid rules and procedures that reduce institutional 
autonomy and diversity (Carnegie Foundation 1976; Kauffman 
1980). 

Finally, that the rise of multicampus boards has meant the 
decline of individual campus boards is troubling to some. An 
institution lacking its own board is denied the benefits of a lay 
group knowledgeable about and committed only to it (Kauff- 
man 1980; Millett 1984; Sweet 1980). 

Open meeting laws. Eighty-eight percent of public boards of 
trustees and 62 percent of their standing committees are re- 
quired by law to meet in public (Taylor 1987). Some believe 
this practice demystifies the board's role, gives interested par- 
ties a chance to be heard, and prevents casual and misguided 
decision making (Cleveland 1985; Ingram 1980b; Rauh 1973). 
Critics charge, however, that candor is sacrificed in open meet- 
ings, that discussion is oversimplified to avoid misunderstand- 
ing, and that the most important issues may not be discussed at 
all. In fact, many significant decisions are made by the presi- 
dent or others in the institution because the board is too con- 
strained to discuss them fully (Cleveland 1985). 

Finally, laws requiring public meetings are thought to dam- 
age presidential search and evaluation processes by discourag- 
ing strong candidates from being considered, by impeding 
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candor in search and evaluation, and by opening the processes 
to politica] manipulation (Cleveland 1985; Commission on 
Strengthening 1984). 

Environmental dependence. The influence of trustees as indi- 
viduals or as a corporate body may be conceived as a function 
of their ability to **cope with critical organizational uncertain- 
ties" (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978, p. I6V). If board members 
provide crucial resources or are linked to important external 
groups that provide funding or legitimation, they are likely to 
be more influential within the institution (Zald 1969). To the 
degree that funding comes from public sources, whether to 
public or independent institutions, the board's authority over 
significant issues such as mission and budget is likely to be 
sacrificed to external agencies (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 
1978; Carnegie Foundation 1982). 

One study of nonprofit social service organizations in four 
countries found that in situations where the government had 
provided substantial funding to the organizations, trustees' in- 
fluence declined accordingly. Where trustees were seen as cru- 
cial in obtaining funds, however, board members retained 
considerable power (Kramer 1 98 1). 

Nearly 20 years ago, a major study concluded that the great 
majority of trustees contributed less than S2,000 per year to 
their institutions, whether public or independent (Rauh 1969, p. 
178). A more recent survey (Taylor 1987) concluded that trust- 
ees' giving has increased substantially, particularly in indepen- 
dent institutions, but arguably still not enough to rank the board 
a primav;- source of institutional funds. Nor, as a study of 
small, r...;7rendent, liberal arts colleges indicated, do trustees 
report b !n/ oceply involved in raising large gifts fro.m others. 
Trustees ir 'nstance expect the president to serve as the 
primary riu:J rai>:er (Woo J 1985, p. 79). Trustees may be more 
influential rh^n tiie> ^e^ic^c, however, making the occasional, 
''presumabiy c/ibrrlecs, telc:)hone call to provide the president 
with entree th. t he or she u -^ht not otherwise obtain (p 
142). 

The board^s < iitrionr' Is coi.:>trained in complex, high-qual- 
ity, relativel;.' julrhy .n^^itutioni because trustees exert less in- 
fluercc ever such criticc! resources as research dollars, the pool 
of student applican. ^, :ind the legiti.uation of the institution by 
signif:c.:£nt outsiders ("^^jdridge, C- rti;, and Riley 1978; Zald 
1969). 
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Public boards, for example, particularly those of two-year 
and comprehensive four-year institutions, are far less likely 
than independent boards to delegate detailed authority for deci- 
sion making to administrators (Hartnett 1969; Taylor 1984b). 
These boards are politically appointed or popularly elected and 
therefore an important source of legitimation and public support 
for their institutions. This situation is particularly apparent 
when these institutions lack sufficient prestige to attract coun- 
tervailing legitimation from alternative sources. The ability of 
these boards to engage in detailed decision making is enhanced 
by their tendencies to meet three limes more frequently than in- 
dependent boards and to reside nearer their institutions (Rauh 
1969; Taylor 1987). 

Declining to Govern 

It appears that some boards are not only constrained by others 
in their efforts to govern but that they also seek to limit their 
own involvement in important institutional affairs. First, few 
board members spend much time on their trusteeships; a sample 
of over 5,000 trustees reported giving an average of just 63 
hours per year to various trustee-related activities, including at- 
tending meetings. Not surprisingly, public trustees, who attend 
more meetings and are more involved in detailed decision mak- 
ing, spend more time on trusteeship than independent trustees 
do (Hartnett 1969, p. 41; Taylor 1987). 

A recent study of 10 independent liberal arts colleges indi- 
cated that trustees vary widely in the amount of time they 
spend on board duties, the most active giving an average of 
one and one-half days per month in addition to scheduled meet- 
ings and the least active doing nothing but attending meetings, 
if'that (Wood 1985, p. 59). 

Trustees may purposely give most attention to those institu- 
tional affairs with which they feel comfortable, usually finance 
and physical plant (Corson 1973a; Jencks and Riesman 1968). 
Together, these two areas accounted for 45 percent of the for- 
mal actions taken in 1972 by a sample of 14 public boards, 
though it is noteworthy that these boards also gave greater at- 
tention in that year than they had in 1964 to decisions affecting 
academic programs (Paltridge, Hurst, and Morgan 1973, p. 
" I). Nevertheless, the board's discomfort with academic af- 
f*. ""s, combined with the inclination of many administrators and 
fa.-alty members to protect professional hegemony over the ed- 
ucational program, suggest it is unlikely that many boards will 
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insist on making educational decisions to the neglect of finan- 
cial affairs and maners involving the physical plant (Corson 
1980). 

As we have seen, many board members are motivated, at 
least in part, by the prestige and visibility associated with their 
trusteeship (Auerbach 1961). This observation leads some to 
conclude that boards may decline to govern because ''they 
would gain linle from the eruption of conflict and controversy 
[that] then might become public and threaten their prestige" 
(Middleton 1983, p. 26). An aversion to conflict seems particu- 
larly evident among self-perpetuating boards with high-status 
members who ''share the general upper-middle class allergy for 
'trouble' of whatever sort" (Jencks and Riesman 1968, p. 16: 
see also Middleton 1983, p. 42). 

Reclaiming the Authority to Govern 

A board's authority is not necessarily constat 

ing periods of important organizational chang, , : >; 

are likely to become more active (Hartnetl 19V }}. 

Financial, legal, and identity problems v . ojnon 

among institutions, leading to a pervasixe jensc . oards are 

beginning to reassert themselves (Baldridgc, Cuitis, jnd Riley 

1978; Ingram I980b; Kerr and Gade 1986). 
A series of case studies of small, independent colleges that 

had encountered and recovered from severe financial crisis 

(Chaffee 1984) reveals a pattern among several of the institu- 
tions of the board's lethargy before the point at which ^ crisis 
could no longer be ignored, followed by the board's involve- 
ment, which helped save the institutions. Trustees of those col- 
leges fired presidents, gave and raised funds, rallied community 
support, legitimated the institution to creditors, and on occasion 
stepped in to provide temporary day-today management. In 
most of these institutions, trustees had earlier been complacent 
and arguably had contributed to the crises they later acted to 
help solve. ''All too frequently institutions are caught by sur- 
prise ... in a crisis that only seems to be a sudden develop- 
ment" (Zwingle 1980a. p. 419). 

Not all increased board activity is associated with recovery 
from financial crisis. As noted earlier, the board's support and 
influence have also been related to the achievement of signifi- 
cant gains in institutional quality among already stable institu- 
tions (Gilley, Fulmer, and Reithiingshoefer 1986). 

The increased involvement of the governing board that re- 



Workmg Effectively with Trustees 



.66 



suits from financial stress seems to be more managerial than 
policy oriented, consistent with the observation that when or- 
ganizations are in trouble, they centralize authority in an at- 
tempt to strengthen their response to external pressure. As they 
do so, however, boards may neglect major policy matters in the 
face of day-to-day administrative pressures. Over time, the 
board's role of leadership deteriorates and is difficult to re- 
establish (Cheit 1971). 

In contrast, the behavior of the board associated with gains 
in quality among healthy institutions appears to be focused on 
policy, supportive of the president, and oriented toward legiti- 
mating the institution to the external environment (Gilley, Ful- 
mer, and Reithlingshoefer 1986). 

Summary 

While boards are advised to develop or at least participate in 
developing most important institutional policies, evidence sug- 
gests that they are more likely to involve themselves in the op- 
erating details of colleges and universities. 

Several explanations for this observation have been tendered. 
First, it is often difficult to distinguish policy making from 
administration and virtually impossible, given the range of pol- 
icy matters to be decided, to assign all responsibility for mak- 
ing policy to trustees. The knowledge and experience of 
administrators, traditions of faculty authority over academic and 
allied matters, the board's operating style, and the realities of 
environmental dependence appear to influence the actual exer- 
cise of the board's authority. Moreover, trustees may in effect 
decline to govern by giving little time to their trusteeships and 
by dealing with less controversial matters to avoid confiict. In 
this case, trustees' activities often take the form of expert con- 
sultation on operational matters. 

Increased activity of the board appears to be associated with 
recovery from institutional financial crisis as well as with the 
achievement of significant gains in quality in basically healthy 
colleges and universities. In the former case, the activity tends 
to be operational, while in the latter it is largely supportive of 
administrators and externally oriented. 
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BOARD STRUCTURE AND PROCESSES 



In effect, colleges and universities are corporations established 
by charter, legislation, or constitution that vest governing 
boards with responsibility for carrying out the institution's pur- 
poses (Zwingle 1985, p. 7). The board's bylaws describe its re 
sponsibilities, structure, and processes (Ingram 1980a). 

Board Structure 

The board's formal structure consists of its officers and com- 
mittees (Rauh 1973). Typically, a board's officers include a 
chair, who presides at meetings, and a vice chair, who serves 
in the absence of the chair. 

The positions of secretary and treasurer of the board, once 
positions held by trustees, are now frequently occupied by full- 
time institutional staff. The secretary in this case is usually 
charged with providing staff assistance to the board and liaison 
with the office of the president. The treasurer is the chief finan- 
cial officer of the institution. Along with the president, these 
board officers and administrators are referred to either as offi- 
cers of the board or of the institution, leading in some cases to 
confusion over whether secretaries and treasurers are responsi- 
ble to the board or to the president. Most observers claim that 
staff should not report directly to the board, because this prac- 
tice tends to undercut the president's authority (Ingram 1980a- 
Rauh 1973). 

The board chair 

The chair's recommended job description usually includes the 
responsibilities to guide and protect the president and to lead 
and manage the board. With respect to the president, the chair 
is advised to be a supportive, available sounding board. The 
president should be able to turn to the chair concerning prob- 
lems with working and living arrangements or intrusions on 
presidential prerogatives from trustees, institutional constitu- 
ents, or outsiders (Pocock 1984a). 

Open, frank, informal discussions over lunch, dinner, or the 
telephone, whether or not they involve matters of substance, 
are said to strengthen the tie between the chair and the presi- 
dent (Pocock 1984a; Whitehead 1985). In fact, a study of the 
relationship between chair and president concluded that the 
quality of personal interaction between the two was the single 
greatest determinant of the relationship's success (Cleary 19C0). 

The chair's responsibilities for board management and lead- 
ership include the responsibility to set a good example for other 
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trustees and the willingness to intercede and help solve disputes 
within the board. The chair should speak for the board with the 
knowledge of the president and should be wiUing on behalf of 
the board to accept public responsibility for controversial deci- 
sions apt to prove problematic for the president (Nason 1982; 
Pocock 1984 a). 

The chair is charged wi^h ensuring that the board addresses 
the right issues in a timely manner with benefit of appropriate 
background information. To that end, tlie chair is advised to 
become knowledgeable about higher education, guided both by 
the president and by outside contacts and sources of informa- 
tion (Pocock 1984a), implying that the board and the institution 
are best served by a chair who is the president's partner but not 
his or her captive. 

In actuality, the leadership roles chairs assume vary consider- 
ably, depending on the board's traditions, the attitudes of the 
president, and the inclinations of the chair. Some see them- 
selves primarily as the president's supporter and advisor, some 
as mediators among board members and between the board and 
the president, some as educational leaders with personal visions 
for their institutions, and others as virtual copresidents, actively 
involved in the daily affairs of the institution (Rauh 1973; 
Wood 1985). 

Common barriers to the exercise of leadership by chairs in- 
clude the part-time nature of their commitment anc the func 
tional authority of the president, whom most trustees consider 
to be the board's primary leader (Pocock 1984a; Wood 1985). 
Asked in a study of boards' effectiveness to assess the influ- 
ence of selected factors on boards' decision making, approxi- 
mately twice as many trustees attributed ''considerable 
influence" to the president's recommendations than ascribed 
similar influence to guidance by the chair. Moreover, such fac- 
tors as guidance by committees and first-hand knowledge of the 
situation were more often seen as influential than leadership by 
the chair (Davis and Batchelor 1974, p. 23). 

It has been suggested that the chair cannot be effective with- 
out professional training, a major commitment of time, and 
perhaps even a salary (Greenleaf 1974). This arrangement has 
been tried rarely and has usually worked poorly. The institution 
**cnds up with two full-time administrators, and the division of 
hiV.r between a Mr. Inside (president) and a Mr. Outside 
v:haim'».a.n). plausible as it looks on paper and in theory, rarely 
works ciut well in practice" (Nason 1982, p. 85). 
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Nevertheless, chairs tend to devote more time to trusteeship 
than other board members do (Pocock 1 984a). A few have of- 
fices on campus designated for their exclusive use — 8 percent 
of chairs in the public sector and 3 percent in the independent 
sector — implying that they spend enough time on board busi- 
ness to warrant needing space (Taylor 1987). 

The chair's broad theoretical role, combined with a willing- 
ness to spend time and a talent for directing, can lead to a vari- 
ation on the **inner board" problem often associated 'ivith 
executive committees: The chair dominates and the rest of the 
board feels disenfranchised (O'Connell 1985: Rauh 1969). 
Long terms in office probably encourage the inclination of 
some chairs to dominate their boards, presidents, and institu- 
tions. 'The special position of authority, the inside knowledge, 
the intimate relation with the president" can lead to a slightly 
proprietary attitude" (Nason 1982, p. 84). 

To prevent such problems, specific limitations on chairs' 
terms of office have been suggested, but such arbitrary rules 
can create difficulties as well as solve them. It takes time to 
build a relationship with the president and to become knowl- 
edgeable about the board's responsibilities and intricacies of 
the institution. Moreover, few members of any board have the 
time, talent, and inclination to serve as chair. Why purposely 
turn out of office an effective chair and replace him or her with 
someone who may be less talented and more reluctant to serve? 
(Pocock 1984a). 

In fact, relatively few boards — approximately one-fifth in 
both public and independent sectors — limit the number of years 
the chair may serve in that capacity. Where limits exist, they 
are higher in independent institutions than in the public sector 
(five versus three years). On average, incumbent chairs in inde- 
pendent institutions have served longer than their counterparts 
in the public sector (four versus three years), but neither has 
served very long (Taylor 1987). Thus, the trustee who has oc- 
cupied the chair long enough to be considered a near-permanent 
resident seems, currently at least, to be a rarity. 

Standing committees 

Standing committees are part of the board's structure in 85 per- 
cent of public institutions and 98 percent of independent col- 
leges and universities. Committees frequently include 
nontrustees as members, particularly faculty and students from 
the institution (Taylor 1987). which is considered an effective 
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means of enhancing communication between the board and its 
constituents without the disadvantages attributed to faculty's 
and students' membership on the board (Ingram 1980a; Prav 
1974). 

Committees are said to perform one or any combination of 
the following functions: 



1. To accomplish more business than the full board alone 
can 

2. To educate trustees about specific institutional problems 

3. To use the skills of individual trustees 

4. To provide for greater contact between trustees and staff 
members 

5. To take advantage of the proximity of local trustees in 
cases where most board members live far from campus 

6. To screen matters for consideration by the full board 
(Rauh p. 234). 



A stud}* v'f trustees' und presidents' perceptions of the 
boarf^'i effectivenes: concluded that, second only to recommen- 
'iacions of the president, trustees believe that strong guidance 
by comTTii.ces is the most inuuential factor in the board's deci- 
sion ntaKing (Davis and Batchelor 1974, p. 23). This finding 
suggests that trustees may do what they consider their most sig- 
nificant work in committee and by extension sheds further light 
on w la- board members define as useful activity. 

As suggested earlier, 'Trustees like to think of themselves 
as a panel of consultants with diverse fields of expertise. 
Most often, the committee structure is the vehicle through 
which trustees channel their expertise" (Wood 1985, p. 69). 
Thus, the inclination of many boards to engage in detailed de- 
cision making rather than broad formulation of policy (Pal- 
tridge. Hurst, and Morgan 1973) profits from trustees' activities 
on committees. 

A board's committee structure tends to resemble the institu- 
tion's administrative organization. That is, some of the commit- 
tees found most commonly include academic affairs, student 
affairs, fund raising, finance, and buildings and grounds (Tay- 
lor 1987). Committee agendas ''tend to mirror the activities of 
the functional vice presidents" and usually include short-term 
issues and relatively minor policy matters, such as approvals by 
a finance committee of an increase in employees' health bene- 
fits and by an academic affairs committee of a list of recom- 
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mendations for faculty members' sabbatical leaves (Wood 
1985, p. 131). Not surprisingly, such functional committees de- 
pend to a great extent on the institution's staff for information 
and recommendations (Taylor 1984b; Wood 1985). 

As a rule, trustees believe that some committees are more 
important than others. Finance, development, and investment 
are the committees with higher status, while assignments to 
committees on academic and student affairs, for example, are 
considered less desirable (Auerbach 1961; Wood 1985). The 
board's authority over financial matters has been less contested 
than that exercised over educational affairs, and trustees' 
professional backgrounds often make them more comfortable 
with and interested in worldly rather than academic questions 
(Corson 1980: lih 1973; Wood 1985). 

The extent to which trustees and their committees feel cum- 
fortable in exercising authority over various aspects of institu- 
tional affairs is also evident in the composition of committees. 
Committees on academic and student affairs are far more likely 
to include faculty and student representatives than are commit- 
tees on finance and investment (Taylor 1987), reflecting the 
general sentiment by trustees that constituents should have a 
say in matters that affect them and indicating that trustees feel 
less expert in nonfinancial matters (Corson 1980; Rauh 1969). 

Committees' membership and leadership can encourage or 
discourage contributions by individual committee members. 
When the board's greatest expert on a given topic chairs a re- 
lated committee or is too readily deferred to by other commit- 
tee members, the expert trustee may intimidate or discourage 
broad participation (Chait and Taylor I9^\ O'Connell 1985). 
Similarly, when committee chairs serve tc: long periods, they 
may exert so much influence that other trustees are disinclined 
to participate actively in a committee's affairs (Wood 1985). 

As noted, committees are found more frequently in indepen- 
dent than in public institutions. This difference probably has 
less to do with institutional control per se than with the differ- 
ences in size of boards and frequency of meetings associated 
v/ith control. Public boards have an average of 1 1 members and 
meet nine times per year, while independent boards have 32 
members and meet just four times annually (Taylor 1987). 
Therefore, public boards — particularly those of two-year col- 
leges, which average nine members and meet monthly (Taylor 
1987) — are more likely to function as committees of the whole 
(Ingram 1980a; Pray 1975). Independent boards, in contrast. 
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are more likely to believe that only through a committee system 
can a large board that seldom meets get its work done (Fisher 
1969). 

The executive committee 

Differences in boards' sizes and meeting schedules also help 
explain the near ubiquity of executive committees in indepen- 
dent institutions and their relative scarcity in the public sector; 
89 percent of independent boards have executive committees, 
compared with 46 percent in the public sector (Taylor 1987). 
The executive committee is typically comprised of the board's 
officers and standing committee chairs and is usually authorized 
to act between board meetings on behalf of the full board. In 
general, it is prohibited only from making decisions inconsis- 
tent with prior board actions or specifically reserved for the full 
board, such as awarding degrees, amending bylaws, or appoint- 
ing a president (Association of Governing Boards 1981). 

It is suggested that the executive committee be ch-^ired by 
the board chair and that it not meet more frequently than the 
board itself. It should be charged to act on matters that cannot 
wait for consideration by the full board, those issues referred to 
it by the full board for study, those issues the committee itself 
generates, and those inconi>equential or pro forma matters that 
would consume too much scarce board time (Ingram 1985). 

At its best, the executive committee is said to oversee the 
board's effectiveness, provide a sounding board for the presi- 
dent, and monitor the chief executive's morale and welfare (In- 
gram 1985, pp. 8-13). But the executive committee has 
^'greater potential for good or harm" than any other committee 
because it is the only one "vested with the broad authority . . . 
held by the board itself (p. 2). 

Executive committees often do act as "inner boards" whose 
decisions are then ratified as a formality by the full board (Kra- 
mer 1981; Rauh 1969; Zwingle 1985). One veteran university 
president observes that such executive committees "have essen- 
tially taken over in such a way as to make the rest of the trust- 
ees either angry or disinterested" (quoted in Zwingle 1985, p. 
17). 

Differences in meeting schedules between executive commit- 
tees of public and independent boards suggest that the latter are 
better positioned to act as "a board within a board." The exec- 
utive committee meets more frequently than the board does 
(five times per year versus four), and 62 percent of the com- 
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miltee's meetings occur at regular intervals between board 
meetings rather than just before board meetings or on an ad hoc 
basis. This schedule contrasts with the pattern of most other in-, 
dependent and public board committees, most of which are 
more likely to meet just before rather than between board meet- 
ings (Taylor 1987). The implication of this schedule is that the 
committees' work is tied to the board's agenda and that these 
committees screen matters for the board's later attention rather 
than act as independent governing bodies. 

In contrast, the executive committee in many independent in- 
stitutions appears to have a formal life of its own, apart from 
board meetings, and to assume responsibilities that are routin- 
ized rather than ad hoc or exceptional. Contrast this with the 
public sector executive committee, which is found in fewer 
than half of the boards and which meets only twice per year on 
average and then most often on an ad hoc basis (Taylor 1987). 

Finally, the formal life of executive committees in indepen- 
dent institutions is illustrated by their keeping and sharing min- 
utes. Eighty-four percent of independent boards with executive 
committees keep minutes of their meetings and share them with 
the full board. Contrast this fact with the finding that just 59 
percent of other independent board committees keep and share 
their minutes. In the public sector, 62 percent of both executive 
and other committees keep and share their minutes with the full 
board (Taylor 1987). One might reasonably conclude that the 
need to keep and share minutes reflects the extent to which the 
committee takes actions rather than merely studies issues and 
makes recommendations. Whether in the case of executive 
committees these matters are significant actions that arguably 
should be decided by the full board or instead are pro forma 
matters legitimately the province of the committee is not 
known. 

Criticisms of committee strvciures 
Critics of board committees usually object to their current 
structure rather than question the value of committees per se. 
For example, when committees on finance, investment, fund 
raising, and buildings and grounds work largely on administra- 
tive matters and do se in isolation from one another. h"»w can 
the board develop a comprehensive financial strategy". ,hen so 
many committees exist that trustees' time is spread too thinly 
across too many, how can the committees perform effectively? 
And when the s:ructure and lines of authority become so com- 
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plex, at what point does the organization begin to serve its 
structure rather than vice versa? (O'Connell 1985: Pray 1974: 
Zwingle 1985). 

A remedy frequently suggested is that the board should do 
away with many of its standing committees and appoint special 
ad hoc committees to deal with issues as they arise (Ruml and 
Morrison 1959: Zwingle 1985). Such committees would include 
trustees and others with special interests or expertise and would 
address broader, long-range policy matters rather than the ad- 
ministrative details usually considered by standing committees 
(Wood 1984a). 

Board Meetings 
Frequency and attendance 

As we have seen, public boards meet more than twice as often 
as the boards of independent institutions. In addition, an in- 
verse relationship exists between frequency and length of board 
meetings; while the monthly meeting of a community college 
board may last a few hours, the quarterly meeting of an inde- 
pendent college board is likely to consume one or two full 
days. The greatest total annual meeting time is probably seen at 
four-year public institutions, whose boards gather an average of 
nine times per year for meetings nearly as long as those charac- 
teristic of independent institutions (Nason 1982; Taylor 1987). 

Some observers suggest that the board that meets infre- 
quently (four or fewer times per year) will have difficulty ful- 
filling its proper role and may delegate too much authority to 
committees or administrators (Gould 1973; Ingram 1980a). At 
the same time, it is apparent that many boards that meet fre- 
quently devote their time to the wrong tasks: pro forma actions 
and administrative tasks (Ingram 1980a: Pray 1975). 

Despite the greater frequency of board meetings in the public 
sector, presidents of public institutions report that, ov. average, 
88 percent of their trustees attend each board meet!.:- The 
corresponding figure for independent boards is 78 percent. 
Within each sector, these figures are highly consistent across 
all types of institutions (Taylor 1987). Attendance rates appear 
to have improved in recent years. A 1974 study that asked 
presidents to describe beard members' attendance found that 
between 29 and 75 percent of respondents judged their boards' 
attendance as ''excellent." Moreover, variation between sectors 
and among types of institutions was great: for example, the 
''excellent" rating for state college boards was just 36 percent. 
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compared with 67 percent for public universities (Davis and 
Batchelor 1974, p. 22). 



Content and quality of board meetings 
Board meetings arc frequently characterized as dull affairs 
where passive trustees trudge through stereotyped agendas (In- 
gram 1980a; Nason 1982; Zwingle 1985). The agenda usually 
covers three kinds of material: the approval of actions taken by 
the executive committee and/or the administration, reports from 
administrators and board committees, and the authorization of 
new actions suggested by committees and administrators (Zwin- 
gle 1985, p. 20). Such agendas tend to be so crowded that 
there is usually little time or opportunity for serious discussion 
or participation by individual trustees (Lee and Bo wen 1971; 
Nason 1982). 

An alternative to the agenda filled with routine items, albeit 
an undesirable one, is the practice of some presidents of pre- 
senting to the board for immediate action an issue of major im- 
portance to the institution. Trustees will not have had 
background information to study nor typically will they have 
been given alternatives to consider. The recommendation pre- 
sented in this fashion can take on the features of a vote of con- 
fidence in the pr-^'ident, and so the board's choice is to 
approve the reco;;imendation or risk appearing to disapprove of 
its chief executive (Nason 1982; Nelson 1979). 

A longtime board chair outlines four steps to improve board 
meetings: 

1. Consider the most important items at the beginning of the 
meeting when trustees' level of interest and attention is 
highest. 

2. Include on the agenda at least once a year a major issue 
that is likely to need future attention. The discussion itself 
will be educational for the board and the administration, 
and the board will not be caught by surprise when the is- 
sue surfaces later. 

3. When recommendations are presented to the board for ac- 
tion, the alternatives should be described and the best ar- 
guments for each given. It is not sufficient for trustees lo 
know about and discuss only the recommendation of the 
president. 

4. Make certain that each item on the agenda is necessary 
and chat it receives only as much of the board's time as it 
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requires. A routine matter should not consume as much 
time as an item of greater significance (Nelson 1979). 

Meet-ngs are more interesting, involving, and productive if 
attention is paid to varying their format and physical arrange- 
ments. Each meeting, for example, should include some special 
report or presentation that transcends the day's agenda and in- 
forms the board about the institution's work (O'Connell 1985: 
Zwingle 1980a). At one institution, one board meeting each 
year is devoted to reviewing the year's work and to adopting 
goals for the following year (Holderman 1981). 

Many multicampus boards rotate meetings among their cam- 
puses to develop or enhance relationships with individual units 
and their personnel. The possible disadvantages of this practice 
include the time and expense of travel, inadequate meeting fa- 
cilities on the campuses, distance from immediate access to in- 
formation maintained by the central staff, and demands placed 
on campus administrators who must prepare for meetings (Lee 
and Bowen 1971, p. 128). Single-campus boards may also oc- 
casionally vary their meeting sites and schedules to prevent 
boredom's setting in (Ingram 1980a; O'Connell 1985: Rauh 
1969). 

Boards should review periodically the quality of their meet- 
ings by comparing minutes of past meetings with Nelson's four 
standards described earlier. A board might also try periodically 
ending meetings by asking trustees how they felt about the 
meeting, what could have been done to make it more success- 
ful, ana wnat chould be done to improve the next one (Ingram 
1980a, pp. 78, 81). 

Planning the agenda 

Effective meetings require planning, and critics of extant board 
meetings often suggest that agendas be outlined a year or so in 
advance to allow for adequate preparation and to ensure that 
items requiring only periodic consideration are not overlooked 
(Whitehead 1985: Zwingle 1985). Planning the agenda can help 
boards focus on the right issues at the appropriate level. Quite 
simply, when trustees are not prepared to address larger issues, 
they are inclined to focus on minor matters (Nelson 1979). This 
observation may provide at least a partial explanation for the 
finding that most boards engage more in detailed decision mak- 
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ing than in the promulgation of broad policy (Paltridge, Hurst, 
and Morgan 1973). 

The process of planning the agenda also enables trustees and 
others to suggest items for the board's consideration (Nason 
1982). It has even been observed that boards could be enlight- 
ened by asking faculty and students to list the three topics they 
would most like to have the board consider (Rauh 1969). 

In any case, when agendas are assembled at the last minute, 
the chair and the president may do so largely unassisted. And 
while these individuals should have primary responsibility for 
planning the board's work, the interest and talents of others are 
likely to be sacrificed if they do not feel part of the process of 
planning (Nason 1982; Zwingle 1985). 

Minutes of board meetings must be taken carefully and kept 
permanently to provide a legal record of the board's actions 
and to serve as a ''group memory" for future meetings. The 
minutes should be reviewed for accuracy and readability by the 
board chair, the president, and the professional board secretary, 
where one exists. Lists of attendees and those absent from the 
meeting included in the minutes help to "focus attention on 
those who frequently miss meetings" (Ingram 1980a, pp. 82- 



Advisory Boards 

Many institutions have advisory beards or committees, "volun- 
tary, extralegal group[s] of advisors and/or supporters drawn to- 
gether to give aid . . . to an educational institution or one of its 
subunits . . ." Cunninggim 1985, p. 1). Such groups are found 
in 62 percent of public institutions and 58 percent of indepen- 
dent colleges and universities (Taylor 1987). 

Frequently, such committees provide advice or assistance 
v/ith public relations or fund raising for a particular academic 
program or school. In other cases, and of particular interest 
here, loca^ • Ivisory boards work with and promote the interests 
of individual campuses in a multicampus system (Lee and 
Bowen 1971). Such boards are viewed as at least a partial re- 
sponse to the dilemma of large systems whose governing 
boards are perceived as distant from the needs of individual 
campuses. In theory, the local board provides an interested lay 
presence on the campus, while the governing board concerns 
itself with the needs of the system as a whole (Commission on 
Strengthening 1984; Lee and Bowen 1971). 
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Locai boards have varying degrees of authority in the gover- 
nance ;>f systems, and their effectiveness appears to relate to 
the / rent of their authority and the support they receive from 
admini:trators and the governing board (Cunninggim 1985). 

In situations where the local board's formal authority is 
highly circumscribed or nonexistent, campus executives fre- 
quently view the group as a burden rather than as an asset. The 
executive must devote considerable time to organizing the local 
board's work and to devising agendas that at least appear to be 
meaningful, all the while working with the system office and 
governing board that retain real authority over the campus 
(Kauffman 1980). For this reason, local boards should be given 
final authority over as many campus concerns as possible 
(Clark Kerr, in the foreword to Lee and Bowen 1971). 

As an alternative or adjunct to local boards, some governing 
boards organize the structure of their standing committees with 
campus relations in mind. Some have a committee for each 
campus in the system. The committee interacts with the campus 
executive and takes particular interest in the affairs of that cam- 
pus. Other governing boards with conventional committee sys- 
tems, rather than limiting their contact to administrators of the 
system's office, work directly with campus executives on mat- 
ters of special concern to their campuses. These structures do 
not appear to undermine the authority of the system's office, 
which receives meeting agendas and sends representatives to 
committee meetings (Lee and Bowen 1971). 

Assessing the Board's Performance 

Assuming that they act in accordance with law, boards are for- 
mally accountable to themselves alone, exacerbating the prob- 
lem of ensuring the board's effectiveness because it requires a 
willingness by trustees to critique themselves, something most 
are reluctant to do (Zwingle 1985). 

Yet colleges and universities depend on their environments 
for financial and other forms of support. Intransigence in the 
face of public opiniv>n riskr. loss of suppon for the institution 
and loss of confidence in the board. As discussed later, skillful 
administrators can sometimes fr.l,i means of working around an 
unresponsive board by caref.:lly selecting information, control- 
ling the board's agenda, building a coalition with other constit- 
uents, and so on. Faculty can unioni se, undermine the board's 
decisions through selective execuiion. and otherwise decline to 
be cooperative. In fact, many persons and groups hold boards 
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accountable in informal ways, and boards are thus advised to 
adopt performance guidelines of their own ''or expect to be 
continually on the defensive, meeting each skirmish by improv- 
isation or reliance on available financial or political power" 
(Zwingle and Mayville 1974, p. 18). 

It is argued that a fundamental requirement of trustees' ac- 
countability is disclosure of personal assets and potential con- 
flicts of interest (Brewster 1971). A board cannot govern an 
institution responsibly if its members have personal dealings 
that run counter to those of the institution. This advice notwith- 
standing, fewer than half of the boards of colleges and univer- 
sities have adopted statements regarding conflicts of interest. 
Moreover, in the public sector, fewer than half of the boards 
require disclosure of trustees' assets; among boards of indepen- 
dent institutions just 10 percent require disclosure (Taylor 
1987). 

With respect to the evaluation of the board's performance per 
se, the matter is complicated by the assertion that no single 
standard can be applied to judge the board's performance. Cri- 
teria for assessment depend on the values and expectations of 
the institution's creators and current constituents (Paltridge 
1980), and they prob ably also relate in indeterminate ways to 
questions of administradve and educational effectiveness (Zwin- 
gle and Mayville 1974). 

Neveitheless, some observers have offered lists of criteria for 
a board's effectiveness, most of which parallel familiar lists of 
the board's responsibilities. They encourage boards to assess, 
for example, the quality and appropriateness of their oversight 
of institutional mission and planning, educational policy, physi- 
cal plant, arid financial resources, and to evaluate the state of 
board membership and relations with various groups of constit- 
uents (Paltridge 1980). 

Less common than criteria based on responsibility are con- 
siderations of the state of the board's internal operations. One 
such list encourages boards to assess, for example, attendance, 
quality of meetings and participation, locus of decision making 
(board, 'Mnm r board/' or administration), quality of leader- 
ship, and the functioning of committees (Ingram 1980a). 

In addition to assessments of the board, individual trustees 
are occasionally advised to evaluate their personal performance 
with respect to their knowledge of higher education and tiie in- 
stitution, the quality of their participation in meetings, and the 
skills they bring to their boards (Ingram 1980c). 
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Assessments of the board can be conducted by trustees in 
meetings or by questionnaires and checklists or by utsiders. 
Regular board meetings can include discussions of the board's 
performance, though more highly recommended is the use of a 
special retreat for trustees whose purpose is to assess some as- 
pect of the board's performance (Ingram 1984; Paltridge 1980). 
When isolated problems exist, confidential meetings between 
the chair and individual trustees or small groups of trustees in- 
tended to remedy the situation are sometimes called for (Palt- 
ridge 1980). 

Questionnaires that ask each trustee to assess confidentially 
the board's performance can be aggregated to provide a com- 
posite description useful in itself or be employed as a basis for 
a retreat. Checklists that ask trustees to assess their personal 
knowledge and performance can be retained by the individual 
trustee or combined to provide a profile of the group (Paltridee 
1980). ^ 

The use of outside facilitators for board self-studies is widely 
accepted. Normally, facilitators help plan the self-study's goals 
and processes and assist in carrying out the self-study itself, but 
much of the responsibility for the activity remains with the 
board and chief executive (Ingram 1984; Paltridge 1980). In 
contrast, boards may retain outside consultants who, with some 
advice from trustees and presidents, actually plan and carry out 
the assessment. This approach may be useful for boards whose 
membership is divided or that have difficulty diagnosing their 
problems and performance • l^altridge 1980). 

Assessments of the board that involve institutional constitu- 
ents other than the president are seen very rarely. Most boards 
wish to keep the process of assessment private, and in the few 
cases where the opinions of others are sought, they are usually 
gathered through confidential interviews rather than question- 
naires or other public methods (Paltridge 1980). 

In the absence of crisis, relatively few boards seem moti- 
vated to assess their performance. It is said that the only rea- 
sonable hope for changing this situation lies in the willingness 
of a few institutions to set an example for others by calling for 
^'periodic, outside appraisal, with the result made a part of the 
record" (Zwingle and Mayville 1974, p. 26). In fact, a few 
boards have established standing committees responsible for the 
periodic review of the board's effectiveness (Pray 1974), but 
years after the practice was first recommended in the literature, 
both the committee and the periodic review itself are seen in- 
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frequently. At least one expert believes, however, that this situ- 
ation may be changing. The Association of Governing Boards 
of Universities and Colleges, which assists boards in conduct- 
ing self-studies, has noted increased interest by member boards 
in recent years in the association's self-study service.* 

Summary 

All boards have officers and most have standing committees in 
which much of the board's work is undertaken. Committee 
structures tend to resemble the institution's administrative or- 
ganization, a circumstance that may encourage trustees' greater 
involvement in operational matters than in policy making. 

The executive committee, normally comprised of the board's 
officers and standing committee chairs, may act between meet- 
ings on behalf of the board. The executive committee often 
performs useful functions, but in some cases it may act as a 
''board within a board," reducing the governing board to little 
more than a rubber stamp. 

Board meetings uire careful preparation and skillful 
agenda planning to be interesting and effective. A variety of 
suggestions have been offered for developing workable agen- 
das, encouraging trustees' enthusiastic participation in meet- 
ings, and ensuring that the institution's most essential business 
is carried out expeditiously. 

Some multicampus systems appoint advisory boards that 
work with ir<i'vidual units of the institution. Such boards are 
intended to p .^«e an interested lay presence on the campus, 
though their -\:tiveness appears to vary with the extent of 
their authority and the support administrators and trustees pro- 
vide to them. 

Most boards are formally accountable to themselves alone. 
Despite suggestions in the literature that they assess their own 
performance, few seem willing to do so. Some recent anecdotal 
evidence suggests, however, that boards' interest in self-assess- 
ment may be increasing. 



♦Richard T. Ingram 1987. personal communication. 
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A statement by the American Association of University Profes- 
sors, the American Council on Education, and the Association 
of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges claims: 

The variety and complexity of the tasks performed by institu- 
tions of higher education produce an inescapable interde- 
pendence among governini^ hoards, administrators, faculty, 
students, and others. The relationship calls for adequate 
communication among these components and full opportunity 
for appropriate joint plannim: and effort (AAUP 1966, p. 
375). 

The notion outlined in the statement that boards must share 
with others responsibility for such crucial matters as planning, 
budgeting, selecting senior administrators, and speaking on be- 
half of the institution is a logical outgrowth of observations 
concerriing the nature of authority in colleges and universities. 
* 'Formal authority is based on legitimacy (or generalized defer- 
ence to authority) and position, whereas functional authority .s 
based on competence and person" (Mortimer and McConnell 
1978, p. 19). Trustees rely mainly on formal authority, while 
administrators and faculty members seeking to influence boards 
do so largely through the exercise of functional authority. 

The problem inherent in efforts to reconcile these two forms 
of authority is that ^'tension exists between those who have for- 
mal authority and those who acknowledge only functional au- 
thority'' (Mortimer and McConnell 1978, p. 23). The 
'intellectual vitality" of colleges and universities depends on 
allowing considerable autonomy to academic experts, but at the 
same time, a complex academic institution cannot be managed 
without some reliance on formal authority (p. 23). In fact, as 
discussed earlier, boards share considerable authority with insti- 
tutional constituents, including presidents, other administrators, 
and facult>' members. Groups generally claim certain "spheres 
of influence" (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978, p. 71), 
which appear to correspond to tradition and expertise. 

Results of a survey of faculty and administrators at 249 col- 
leges and universities illustrate this phenomenon clearly (Bald- 
ridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978, p. 72). Faculty are most 
influential in developing curricula, while the influence of presi- 
dents and trustees is more apparent in ''global" matters and 
long-range planning (see table 4). 
Similarly, a 1982 survey of decision making in public higher 
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education, directed to 200 chief executives of university sys- 
tems, two- and four-year institutions, and higher education 
agencies, revealed extensive agreement among respondeius re- 
^ardin*' the authority exercised by various groups over each of 
Z): ac. ic decisions. For example, most agreed that govern- 
ing boarus define campus missions and objectives, campus ad- 
ministrators establish minimum faculty-student contact hours, 
and faculty at the department level determine course content 
and objectives (Carnegie Foundation 1982, pp. 96-113). 

Relationships between the B^ard and Administrators 
The board and the president 

The effective relationship between boar J and president is fre- 
quently described as a harmonious pirtr' snip based on mutual 
support and trust Yet the relationsi.i,; /iradoxical. The 
board is vested . uh final authority over institutional policies 
and practices and t.s -tiithorized to hire and dismiss the presi- 
dent. At the same time, the board depends on the president for 
information and for the dc /el* •pi*,.*'^: and execution of policy 
(Middleton 1983; Odendahl aiiu W 'is 1983: Senor 1963: Tav- 
lor 1984b). 

In addition to conflicting roles, several studies suggest that 
board members and institutiOi'^al executives hold opposing val- 
ues and perceptions of organizational goai^. which might also 
be expected to encourage conflict between boards and presi- 
dents (Hartnett 1969: Kramer 1965; 

Presidents now serve an average of seven years in a ^^iven 
position, down significantly from the 10- to 14-year terms seen 
earlier in this century (Cohen and March 1974, p. 162; Kerr 
and Gade 1986, p. 22). Most incoming presidents expect to 
serve longer than they do, but many resign, citing problems 
with their go /eming boards as a motivating factor. Between 
1971 and 19 I. ''relationship with the governing board'' rose 
from number i4 to number 3 in a list of reasons most fre- 
quently offered by former presidents explaining why they had 
resigned (Alton 1982, p. 48). Incumbent presidents also report 
feeling alienated from their boards and vulnerable to the exer- 
cise of tnjstees' power. One lamented, ''All they have to do is 
whisper and Tm gorie" fWood 1984a, p. 42). 

But to accept that the board-president relationship is in some 
respects contradictory is not tantamount to believing that it is 
inherently dysfunctional. To the contrary, it is an "exchange 
relationship'' in which the board and president depend on each 
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other and trnd to maintain a balance of power to derive certain 
desired benefits; the president receives needed ''sanction and 
support" from trustees, while board members ''gain prestige 
and validation of their positions as community leaders" (Kra- 
mer 1965. n. ;i3). 

In addition, authority is exchanged. The functional authority 
the pn-sident possesses b; virtue of expertise is exchanged for 
the formal authority trustees are accorded in institut'onal chart- 
ers. Neither form of authority is sufficient without the other, 
and thus the mutuality of the board-president relationship is 
reinforced. 

The process of selecting trastees, particularly in independent 
institutions, also tend^ to maintain and reinforce the balance of 
power between board and president. New members probably 
resemble the incumbents who selected the president, and, to the 
extent that presidents can influence the selection and education 
of trustees, they are like'^ to help maintain boards that support 
them. Moreover, over time, be rd member; exposed to the in- 
stitution and i^s norms tend to reflect the v ! jes of profession- 
als in the orgr:Mz:ition, even if those values differ from those 
associated with ihe trustee's personal and p-oiessional value 
system (Kramer 1965). This process of c JuDi?*/cn also c );itrib- 
utes to harmony between board and pn > :,:t. 

In addition, as we have seen, most ivvj-s have 

low salience for most board members. Trustees, particularly of 
high-status institutions, seek personal satisfaction from their 
board memberships arid tend to be co:*flict averse, in turn re- 
sulting in an inclination to comprom;Ve and r desire to share 
authority with the president. 

Perhaps it is -'^cause of the nature of the board-president ex- 
change relationship that considerable evidence sugges;s agree- 
ment between trustees and presidents on such matters as the 
roles of board and president, the importance of various aca- 
demic issues, and perceptions of the board's effectiveness and 
its correlates. A stuay of 234 president*; and board chairs, in 
fact, revealed striking consensus about the importance of 20 
possible presidential roles (C ne 1985). 

In another study, 549 presidents and trustee- surveyed were 
found to agree nearly completely about their perceptions of 
their boards' involvement in 31 possible areas of academic de- 
cision FiaKing. Furthermore, the study revealed strong agree- 
ment between presidents and trustees regarding the importance 
to their institutions of various academic issues. Finally, board 
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members reported a high level of reliance on and confidence in 
the information presidents provide to enlighten the board's de- 
cisions in academic matters (Taylor 1984b). 

A third study, which examined trustees' and presidents' per- 
ceptions of the board's effectiveness, demonstrates concurrence 
or* several factors associated with perceptions of effectiveness. 
The study also demonstrates considerable consistency between 
trustees' and presidents' opinions regarding such issues as the 
changes needed to improve the board's functioning, the influ- 
ence of selected factors on the board's decision making (the 
president's recommendations are seen as most crucial), factors 
that hamper the board's functioning, and the value ascribed to 
various kinds of information pro\ ided to trustees (Davis and 
Batchelor 1974). Moreover, 74 percent of presidents surveyed 
described board members as 'very helpful" in ''providing per- 
sonal support and sustaining friendship" (p. 33). 

Guidelines for the ^resident 

Despite the acknowledged cenu^Iity of the board-president rela- 
tionship and sporadic evidence that trustees and presidents 
agree on many issues, the relationship remains imperfectly 
understood and resists efforts to "reduce [it] to concrete guide- 
lines that apply to specific cases" (Wood 1984a, p. 38). 
Nevertheless, by bearing in mind the features of the exchange 
relationship, it is possible to posit some general rules to guide 
presidents in their dealings with boards. 

Most important, presidents are advised that boards cannot do 
their -vork without the assistance of the president (Kauffman 
1980; Millett 1980a; Rauh 1973). Characteristically, this assist- 
ance includes the respoasibilities to educate, inform, and moti- 
ve* * the board. In controlling these processes, the president 
r-^^umes a powerful position vis-a-vis a board that technically 
Ov cupies a superior position. In fact, the president becomes the 
acknowledged leader of many boards whose members look to 
the chief executive for ^-ieas, recommended actions, and infor- 
mation about the boara's appropriate behavior (Kauffman 1980; 
Lewis 1980; Odendahl and Boris 1983; Wood 1985). 

Information and communication. A study of time presidents 
spend with members of various constituencies reveals that pres- 
idents spend 8 percent of their time with trustees and that con- 
tacts are as likely to be initiated by the president as by a trustee 
(Cohen and March 1974, pp. 130, 136). In a more recent 
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study, presu'ents report spending 25 percent of their time on 
board-re! riied activities, which would include preparation for 
meetings, cultivation of prospective board members, and so on 
(Wood 1985, p. 61). 

Apparently presidents believe that contact with trustees is im- 
portant to sound board-president relations, but many chief exec- 
utives are hard pressed to devote as much time to the effort as 
they feel is needed (Wood 1984a). The results of this neglect 
are apparent. Thiny-five percent of trustees surveyed in a 1974 
study indicated that the president's failure to communicate ef- 
fectively with the board hampered the board's work to a mod- 
erate or considerable extent — an opinion shared, interestingly, 
by 31 percent of the presidents surveyed (Davis and Batchelor 
1974, p. 29). 

The failure to give sufficient attention represents missed op- 
portunities to improve current board-president relations and to 
^ uild the mutual trust needed to see the president through fu- 
ture difficulties with the board or institution. The chief execu- 
tive who distances the board from the life of the institution and 
who fails to keep trustees fully informed is likely to see the 
board act inappropriately (Ingram 1980b; Millett 1980a). 

Informal communication is as important as formal contact. 
Trustees should feel they have ready access to the president 
(Holderman 1981), and the president should seek one-to-one 
contact with board members, socialize with them, and do *'un- 
compromising'' personal favors for trustees (Fisher 1984, p. 
159). Such contacts enable the preside- to rest ideas before 
raising them formally and also provide useful information about 
public opinion (Gould 1973; Hcldcn^ian 1981; Wood 1985). 
The president is advised .'lowever, to avoid informal counsel 
with trustees that is tantamount to foii.'.al action; the legal gov- 
eiTiance sinicture should not be undermined bv informal contact 
(Rauh 1969). 

1 he matter of what and how much to communicate with the 
board is disputed. The advice most frequently given to presi- 
dents is tn share all information the board needs to sovem in- 
telligently—both good and bad news (Commission on 
Strengthening 198^; Rauh 1969). 

In general, the more complex the insiilurion and its opera- 
tions, the more readily the president can control the information 
the board receives (JCramer I9o5; Senor 1963). And be cause 
some presuppose that trustees who know a great deal will inter- 
fere accordingly in administrative matters, the temptation to be 
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less than candid can be substantial. One president whose board 
tends mostly to matters of finance and physical plant describes 
himself as a ''translator'' with respect to academic issues. "A 
less tactful but more accurate analogy might liken the president 
to a guardian who protects the curriculum from any potential 
incursions by the governing board" (Wood 19S4a, p. 40). 

The costs to the president who misjudges the board's expec- 
tations for information can be high, however. Far from prevent- 
ing interference, the ab>tnce of candor may cause it. That is, 
once the board is caught by surprise, trustees will wonder what 
else has been kept from them and will begin to interfer^^ inap- 
propriately (Meardy 1977). Quite simply, "unless a be. i is 
confident that tiie president is informing them of the significant 
issues confronting the institution, enlightened board members 
will seek such information elsewhere" (Kauffman 1980, p. 



Agendas and meetings. The president assunes primar> re- 
sponsibility for developing agendas for board meciings and for 
providing background material to support them (Corson 1980: 
Holderrnan 1981). Planning agendas should be a long-term, 
continuing process in which a coherent view of the institution's 
goals and priorities guides the selection and timing of issues for 
the board's consideration. Issues should be ; nised early enough 
that trustees' comments and suggestions can be incorporated 
into the work that precedes formal consideration by the board 
(Dorsey 1980: Gould 19 /3; Run:! and Morrison 1959). A pro- 
posal for a new academic pro?. am, for example, should not be 
presented for the first time to the board as a finished Product 
whosn acceptance or rejection then becomes the equ?\alent of a 
vote of confidence in the president. Rather, trustees shoulu be 
involveu at the start of the program-planning process, in ap- 
proving the development of the program and in establishing the 
objectives it is intended to serve. Trustees should also receive 
periodic progress reports as development continues (Chait 



Ann»""' board agendas might arise from an "annual memo- 
r— ^'1k n academic strategy" prepared by the president and 
senior administrators that 

. . . raises questions, highlights problems, and suggests fu- 
ture directions . . . in which the [president} wishes to guide 
the faculty and the institution .... The content of the mem- 
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orandum should answer the question: **What is your vision 
for this institution and how do you expect to achieve it?** 
(Wood 1984b, pp. 19-20). 

Background material provided to trustees to support board 
agendas is frequently criticized as unsuitable in depth, breadth, 
or format to the needs of trustees, because it usually stems 
from reporting systems developed lo support administrative 
rather than governance decisions (Chait and Taylor 1983; Po- 
cock 19S0). Moreover, sophisticated ituormation systems en- 
able administrators to produce "mountains of data" (Baldridge, 
Curds, and Riley 19"78, p. 214), which overwhelm trustees and 
are often next to useless for informing specific decisions 
(Could 1973; Pray 1975; Wessell 1974). 

A suggested remedy is a schedule of infonnation to be pro- 
vided to the board that parallels the board's long-term agenda. 
If the board plans, for example, to review the institution's poli- 
cies regarding tenure, it may request months in advance infor- 
mation on staffing plans, tenure levels, turnover rates, 
allocation of Resources, student demand, and so forth. Such in- 
formatron can bi2 provided in a form and at a level of aggrega- 
tion that encourages attention to broad tenure policy rather than 
invites board members to second-guess individual recommenda- 
tions for tenure (Chait and Taylor 1983). 

Once decisions are made, presidents are advised to provide 
regular progress reports to trustees regarding the execution of 
those decisions. This pra nice car provide the board with a 
sense of accomplishment, reinforce their commitment to their 
decisions and to the president carrying them out, and help pre- 
vent the board's taking actions that unwittingly undermine pre- 
vious decisions (Radock and Jacobson 1980; Zwingle 1985). 

Where open Tweeting laws do not prohibit them, executive 
sessions in which the president — with or without senior admin- 
istrators — meets privately with the boai-d at the end of a board 
meeting provide an opportunit>' for all to speak frankly about 
concerns before they erupt as serious problems. Conducted rcH- 
ularly, such sessions promote cohesiveness and trust between 
the board and the president. *'The confident president . 
should not hesitate to propose the idea" (Ingram 1980a, p. 80; 
see also Kauffman 1980). 

Contacts with others. As we have seen, the principal and 
most trusted sources of information for most boards are the 
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prcs;dopt and the president's senior staff (Corson 1975; Green- 
leaf W4: Tay' T !984b). Whether or not boards and presidents 
are well scned cy this arrangement, however, is a matter of 
some dispute. 

One former president is particularly opposed to contact be- 
tween the board and anyone but the president, beheving that 
presidential power is eroded if access to the boaro shared. 
He suggests that faculty and students not be allowed to attend 
or participate in board meetings and that they not be members 
of board committees. Moreover, he argues, no administrator 
but the president should attend executive sessions of the board. 
If the president is the board's sole window on the institution, 
and vice versa, the president's ''mystique" and ''charisma" 
will be maintained and his or her influence with both board and 
institution enhanced (Fisher 1984, pp. 163-71). 

Another president's concern about the board's contact with 
faculty and students is more mundane. He reportedly objects to 
such communication because it tends to encourage trustees' 'n- 
volvement in purely operational matters (Wood 1985). Cthcrs 
suggest, however, that in the absence of such contact, trasiecs 
cannot be well enough informed ro govern effectively (Corson 
1975). If the board must rely solely on the president and senior 
administrators for information, "there is an upward filtering 
. . . through which much of the essence of the problem may be 
lost" (Rauh 1969, p. 20). 

Believing that boards should not be secluded and that a " a 
practical matter most cannot be, some observers sugae* en- 
couraging open but structured communication betwc- » trH:-<e:'s 
and campus constituents arranged with the knowled^,. ar^ ^ 
proval of, and sometimes with the participation of, the or... 
dent and senior administrators. Meetings, seminars, retreats^ 
and social events can encourage -^nen communicaMon that may 
obviate the need for private contact between trustees and con- 
stituents (Chait and Taylor 1983: Odendahl and Boris 1983). 
As a participant in this process of communication, the president 
retains the roles of educator of the board and possessor of func- 
tional authority that are cnici?! :c maintaining the exch:.nge re- 
lationship with the board. 

Motivating the board, A corollary to the president's responsi- 
bility to educate and inform the board is the obligation to moti- 
vate trustees' continuing interest in the board's and the 
institution's affairs. 'The interested trustee is the informed 
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trustee and the worked trustee" (Bean 1975, p. 40). Each 
board member should be oriented to trusteeship and to the insti- 
tution and should have a specific responsibility based o" his or 
her particular talents and interests (Whitehead 1985). Presidents 
can do much to improve the quality of board meetings and thus 
to encourage trustees' enthusiastic and productive involvement. 
And, as we have seen, altruism motivates trustees to some de- 
gree, but so also does public recognition. Thanks expressed to 
trustees and spouses, awards given where appropriate, and 
other acts that convey appreciation can help keep trustees in- 
volved and committed (Pray 1974). 

Effective hoards are involved with the institution, informed 
about its affairs, and have a corporate sense of purpose that 
transcends trustees' individual viewpoints (Chaffee 1984; Nason 
1982). Creating and maintaining this collective intent is made 
difficult by certain individual and group characteristics that tend 
to divide the board. 

First, it has been observed of the voting population that ap- 
proximately 10 percent are "activists" whom the rest of the 
electorate allow to rule with little interference or consultation. 
''Spectators," accounting for some 60 percent of the popula- 
tion, enter the fray during periods of crisis and restrain the ac- 
tivists' freedom of action. The remaining 30 percent of the 
electorate — the ''apathetics" — seldc in participate at all (Mc- 
Connell 1971, p. 102). 

This observation applies as well to boards of trustees whose 
work and values are determined in large part by the president, 
chair, committee chairs, and other active members (Wood 
1985). The president who reinforces this state of affairs by 
dealing only with the powerful minority may forgo the potential 
contributions of the majority and with that their interest in the 
board, the institution, and the president himself or herself. 

Related factors of individual expertise, social status, philoso- 
phy, and personality may divide boards and cause difficulty for 
presidents. Board members and presidents bring individual re- 
sources to the governance of institutions — skills, personal char- 
acteristics, connections to the environment, money, and so on 
(Zald 1969). The balance of power that characterizes the ex- 
change relationship will be upset in situations v/hcre any of the 
parties possess more significant resources than tl others, are 
willinsT to use them, and are deferred to because of them. Un- 
der such conditions, the trustee ^^'ho is ?: major donor, politi- 
cally connected, financially astatt ,r captive to a personal 
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cause may come to exercise far more influence than other 
board members or the president (see, for example. Kr^'jffman 
1977: Wood I985:ZwingIe 1 98 1). 

Such divisior . ;>;^hin the board can Icud co disputes and 
power struggi.t '%;;tv/e^:r; trustees. The president who becomes 
involved ili:- Jiitkulties will invariably suffer for failing to 
please son.c ^^c- [I'isher 1984; Kauffman 1980). And to the ex- 
tent that the piesident has failed to interest, educatr:. and in- 
volve less active trur.tees in the board's work, potential allies 
will have been lost. 

Influencing the selection and development of trustees. Most 
presidents work to influence the process of selecting trustees iO 
the extent that the method of selection allows. When the presi- 
dent succeeds in this endeavor, he or she will have helped to 
shape a board that will provide personal suppon and backing 
for presidential nitiatives (Epstein 1974). 

In public institutions where trustees are politically appointed, 
informal contact between the president, the board chair, and the 
governor and/or legislators may aid in the selection of trustees 
acceptable to the president and the board (Rauh 1969). While 
the efficacy of this influence is constrained in situations where 
the president and incumbent trustees are heavily identified with 
previous office holders, "more or less desirable choices always 
occur within the party whose opportunity is at hand" (Epstein 
1974. p. 82). At the very least, presidents, with the support of 
trustees, can seek to minimize the potential threat associated 
with n w appointments. 

Presidents of independent institutions aie in a stronger posi- 
tion to influence the selection of trustees. Presumably they -^^ . - 
the confidence of the board members who appointed and retjin 
them — the same board members who are charged with making 
most appointments of trustees (Epstein 1974). In fact, the presi- 
dent's role in recruiting trustees at most independent institutions 
is so "deeply entrenched" that, for example, one board chair 
reportedly "fears that a stronger trustee presence in recruitment 
might offenu the president" (Wood 1985. p. 82). 

It is the president, after all, who is probably more willing 
than most trustees to give time to the cultivation of prospective 
board members because no one has more to gain from attract- 
ing the right trustees. This investment of effort can result in the 
appointment of board members who are simultaneously knowl- 
edgeable about the tru:>tee's role as the president views it. com- 
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mivcd 10 the institution, and loyal to the person most 
re sponsible for their recruitment — the president. And, i-^ addi- 
uoi\ to these benefits, some chief executives view their invoivc- 
u.t^m in the process as an offensive maneuver intended to 
upgrade the board's quality. Given the tendency of self-perpet- 
uating boards to select members who resemble themselves, a 
selection process controlled solely by the board is likely to be- 
get boards no better than their predecessors (Wood 1985). 

The orientation of new trustees and the continuing education 
of incumbents are considered primarily presidential responsibili- 
ties shared with the nominating or some comparable board 
committee. The president is advised to guide the committee as 
it plan> development activities for trustees and then to take the 
lead in implementing the progranas (Ingram 1984). 

Formal orientation programs, provided by approximately 60 
percent of colleges and universities (Taylor 1987), should in- 
clude activities like campus tours; presentations on institutional 
characteristics, strengths, and weaknesses; time to interact in- 
formally with faculty, administrators, and students; and some 
opportuni7 for the individual trustee to be briefed about a mat- 
ter of particular personal interest, to visit a class, or to offer a 
guest lecture. In addition, descriptive mformation about the in- 
stitution, board members, and key administrators, faculty, and 
students should be provided. Often neglected in such program? 
is orientation to trusteeship itself, which should concern the 
board's role and the role of individual trustees (Ingram 1984: 
Nason 198. : Rauh 1973). 

Boards are advised to provide for occasional workshops or 
retreats to consider major problems and emerging issues that 
are beyond the scope of the agendas of normal meetings. These 
programs can consider such matters as assessing the board's or- 
ganization and performance, discussing the institution's plan- 
ning process or recommendations, or considering the major 
environn.*"ntal factors likely to affect the institution in the fu- 
ture (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978; Ingram 1984; Keller 
1983; Nason 1982; Savage 1982), 

Presidents seeking to influence the board's thinking and be- 
havior are well advised to take their role in orientation and de- 
velopment programs seriously. To the extent that the 
president's position as the br rd's educator is accepted and 
reinforced, the exchange relationship that empowers the pr<?5i- 
dent will be strengthened (Kramer 1965). 



94 



Relationships with others. The presidenrs position vis-a-vis 
the board can be enhanced or harmed by the character of his or 
her nonboard relationships. A president supported by faculty, 
staff, donors, educational leaders, and the public is likely to 
have the respect of the board as well, because trustees learn 
about the president from others, not from the president, 
''whose energies will be better spent building a base of sup- 
port" outside the boardroom (Fisher 1984, p. 157). 

Fisher, who thinks little of the quality of most multicampus 
public boards, adds that the president who deals obsequiously 
with such a board will ''seem inept by association" and will 
lose the support of faculty, students, staff, and external authori- 
ties (p. 156). Put somewhat differently, the president who 
shows concern for all constituents will be more knowledgeable 
and effective in guiding the board and in executing its policy 
decisions (Kauffman 1980). 

The president's relationship with the faculty is especially in- 
fluential in defining the character of the board-president rela- 
tionship. Boards, as discussed earlier, tend to be conflict 
averse, and so they generally support a president whose constit- 
uents, particularly the faculty, are tranquil (Wood 1985). Situa- 
tions in which the faculty is in conflict with the board or 
president can "immobilize'' the chief executive (Commission 
on Strengthening 1984, p. 5). 

The difficulty many presidents face is that consistently good 
relationships with faculty are elusive. Faculty tend to resist 
change and are frequently in conflict among themselves and 
with administrators over the institution's goals and the alloca- 
tion: of resources (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978). The pres- 
ident makes decisions that are bound to be disappointing to 
some and over a period of time may succeed one by one in 
offending most of the faculty, whose collective enthusiasm for 
the president is likely to suffer (Ruml and Morrison 1959). 

Presidential style. The president's "dedication and profes- 
sional integrity are his armor, and any crack in that armor is 
focused on with more criticism than if found in the attitudes or 
actions [of trustees]" (Auerbach 1961, p. 72), The president's 
disposition to reason rather than rant, to tell the truth, and lo 
resist the urge to discuss personalities and to gossip encourages 
the board's respect and trust (Corson 1975, 1980; Fisher 1984; 
RauL 1969). As a foundation executive has observed, "If you 
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have a lot of trust, there's really no limit to the amount of crea- 
tivity that the board will allow. If y^u don't have it, there's 
just no end to the troubles of trying to do anything'' (quoted in 
Odendahl and Boris 1983, p. 42). 

Trust is not earned through timidity and self-effacement. As 
Theodore M. Hesburgh, long-time president of the University 
of Notre Dame, observed: 

There are times when a president will have to try to change 
trustees' minds regarding basic policy. At least he should 
leave no doubt about where he stands. Trustees need to be 
informed clearly and forcefully, on a continuing basis, re- 
garding The institution's most basic needs. The president 
must resist when trustees interfere in the administration, at- 
tempting to govern rather than e ire good government. I 
have found that this stance is both, appreciated and sup- 
ported by trustees. A spirit of confidence on the part of a 
president begets confidence on the pert of trustees. . . . 
There may even come a time when the president must say, 
^^Here I stand.'' It may be the end of the relationship, but 
rarely is. Even trustees, or maybe ^ specially trustees, respect 
integrity (quoted in Kerr and Gade 1986, p. 21 1). 

The willingness of presidents to do t'^cir homework also en- 
hances their relationships with boaras. When the president pre- 
jya- J a recommendation carelessly or is not in command of 
related facts and data, it is easy for the board to dismiss the 
r :ommendation and begin to distrust the president. It is a short 
step from this contention to the frequently heard admonition 
that the president should never bring an Idea to the board un- 
less confidiiit of its support (Odendahl and Boris 1983). Not 
only is this practice said to enhance the president's stature as 
the board's trusted chief executive, but it is thought also to dis- 
courage personal intervention in institutional affairs by trustees 
unhappy with a recommendation or uneasy about the presi- 
dent's leadership. Moreover, high-status, conflict-averse boards 
are likely to welcome efforts by the chief executive to bring 
''safe" recommendations to the board and thus to preempt con- 
troversy (Middleton l^?"^), 

Aiiocher perspective on this question is provided by those 
who n:aii;iain that differences of opinion within boards and be- 
tween b'*f:rds and presidents are inevitable and even healthy. 
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If you are dealing with real issues* striving too hard for 
compromise and unity may mean that you arc not facing 
squarely the issues themselves, you dont have the right mix 
of people, oryouve watered down the issues until they're 
harmless and impotent. . . . It is far better to lose even on 
critical issues as long as the organization comes out of the 
battle with greater confidence in the integrity of the process 
(O'Connell 1985, pp. 30-31). 

It is worth noting that O'Connell's subject is the governance 
of voluntary organizations in general, many of which have con- 
stituent-oriented boards. The ability of the chief executive in 
such cases to avoid controversy by bringing only safe issues to 
the board is constrained by the willingness of such boards to 
engage in conflict, a propensity not usually shared by high- 
status boards. 

Presidents are sometimes advised to seek regular, formal as- 
sessment by their boards. The process, which should begin 
with a self-assessment by the president (Nason 1984), provides 
the chief executive an opportunity to correct the oversimplified 
view of the presidential role that many trustees maintain. It en- 
ables the president to articulate goals, highlight successes, and 
identify areas where the board's help is needed (Munitz 1980). 
It allows the president to preempt critics by pointing out faults 
and suggesting remedies before someone else does it. And, al- 
most invariably, the assessment of the president extends to the 
board: given the interdependent nature of the relationship, it is 
difficult to consider one portion of it without also looking at 
the other (Nason 1984). Thus, to the extent that the president 
can control the conduct of the evaluation or the board can be 
trusted to manage it skillfully, its potential for benefiting rather 
than harming the president is increased. 

Lowered expectations. The image of the board-president rela- 
tionship as a partnership gives rise to assumptions of unques- 
tioning mutual support that are probably unrealistic, given the 
paradoxical nature of the actual relationship. Thus, "most ex- 
perienced college presidents distinguish between the 'ideal' 
board, which supports the president, and their own boardrooms 
where. . .'when things get tough, a few trustees always get bit- 
chy'" (Wood 1985, p. 49). 

Presidents are advised to accept as inevitable that some trust- 
ees will criticize no matter what the president does, some will 
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be unmoving in the face of evidence that their position is 
wrong, and others will fail to read materials provided or other- 
wise prepare for meetings and take their responsibilities as a 
trustee seriously (Wessell 1974). In multicampus systems, cam- 
pus presidents are counseled to expect little support or influ- 
ence from distant and too often uninterested system boards 
(Fisher 1984). 

In the face of these and similar problems, presidents are ad- 
vised to be generous and patient and to maintain a sense of hu- 
mor and an emotional distance that allows a dispassiona.e 
perspective (Cheit 1971: Commission on Strengthening 1984). 
As one president puts it, *'Don't give i^J of your heart to the 
institution — if you do, you may lose it" (Commission on 
Strengthening 1984, p. 94). 

Choosing wisely. In his Maxims for a Young College Presi- 
dent. Herman Wells, president for 25 years of Indiana Univer- 
sity, exhorted the president first to '*be lucky" (quoted in 
Commission on Strengthening 1984, p. 218). The advice of 
many others suggests that presidents make their own luck, pri- 
marily by understanding the institution before accepting the po- 
sition, selecting a position compatible with the individual's 
strengths, and reaching agreements in advance with trustees re- 
garding mutual expectations. 

Two recent studies of the college and university presidency 
concluded that, from the perspective of the president, chances 
of success are greater in independent institutions whose boards 
are generally more effective and committed than those of public 
institutions. Within the public sector, larger boards are prefera- 
ble to smaller ones, which can too easily be dominated by a 
vocal minority. And longer rather than shorter terms for trust- 
ees are desirable, as over time board members are more likely 
to become skillful and committed to the institution (Commis- 
sion on Strengthening 1984: Kerr and Cade 1986). 

Success is more readily found in working with ratifying or 
corporate rather than participatory boards. 

Trustees on a ratifying board are likely to give strong sup- 
port with few questions asked, those on a corporate board to 
give public support while asking a good many searching 
questions of the president privately and in the boardroom, 
and those on a participatory board to express openly their 
own personal views . , . In other words, the strength of the 




obligation a board member feels to support a president var- 
ies according to the board's operating style (Wood 1985, p. 
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The presidency is more manageable in an institution with a 
clear sense of mission, that is located in a growing area, whose 
constituents are homogeneous rather than fractionated, and 
where the presidency carries prestige and respect (Commission 
on Strengthening 1984; Kerr and Gade 1986). Data on presi- 
dential turnover support these generalities. Turnover is lower in 
independent than in public institutions and in selective than in 
less selective colleges and universities (Kerr and Gade 1986). 
, Approximately 80 percent of presidents are hired from out- 
side the institution, and most of them have not served previ- 
ously as presidents (David Riesman, in the introduction to Kerr 
and Gade 1986). Inexperience and lack of exposure to the insti- 
tution frequently lead to unpleasant surprises, many of which 
involve the board. By definition, these surprises cannot easily 
be predicted, but forewarned to look for them prospective pres- 
idents can become sensitive to subtle signals of likely trouble. 

Surprises most frequently encountered include the nature and 
intensity of the board's internal politics, including questions of 
who has influence over what and what operating style the board 
has adopted. 

The board's attitude toward dealings with the new president's 
predecessor and its posture regarding incumbent staff members 
may also be unknowns. Some staff may be ''untouchable,'' 
and insofar as possible the prospective president should try to 
identify these individuals and determine whether and how he or 
she can live with them (Commission on Strengthening 1984; 
Kerr and Gade 1986). 

Objective data about the institution's financial and nonfinan- 
cial condition should also be examined. Boards have been 
known to mislead presidential candidates about the health of 
the institution (Kauffman 1977). 

In addition to assessing the institution, presidential candi- 
dates should consider the compatibility of specific positions 
with their abilities, physical and psychological strength, family 
situation, personal values, administrative style, and so on 
(Commission on Strengthening 1984). The best board cannot 
compensate for a poor fit between the president and the institu- 
tion. 

Presidential candidates should also consider and discuss in 
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advance with the board its expectations for performance, plans 
for performance reviews, responsibilities of the spouse, if any, 
and terms of office and exit from the position (Kerr and Gade 
1986, pp. 180-81). 

Exits are smoothed for presidents who serve under the terms 
of a written contract or who have faculty rank and tenure. Pres- 
idential contracts are found in 62 percent of public institutions 
versus 55 percent of independent colleges and universities. 
Contracts are particularly prevalent in two-year public colleges 
(86 percent) and among the chief executives of public multi- 
campus and state systems (89 percent). Academic rank and ten- 
ure are also given more frequently to presidents in the public 
sector (39 percent) than to chief executives in the independent 
sector (27 percent), though just 13 percent of public two-year 
college presidents have academic rank and tenure (Taylor 
1987). Thus, if the presidency is somewhat less stable in the 
public sector, the public incumbent is more likely to experience 
an exit smoothed by advance warning of termination, a contract 
buy-out, or the guarantee of a tenured faculty position to oc- 
cupy. 

System heads and cqmpus executives in multicampus systems 
Approximately one-half of all public campuses in the United 
States are units of multicampus systems, as are just 5 percent 
of independent campuses (Commission on Strengthening 1984, 
p. 71). Both systems and campuses have chief executives, and 
it is the balance of authority between these individuals that de- 
fines the character of the system (Pettit 1987). In some multi- 
campus systems, campus chief executives report directly to the 
governing board, while in others the system executive alone re- 
ports to the board and campus heads are responsible to the sys- 
tem head (Lee and Bowen 1971). 

Among state systems the latter pattern — that of the strong 
system executive — has been the more prevalent because it re- 
duces the ''reporting burden'' placed on boards and enables 
boards to hold one executive rather than several campus heads 
responsible for the activities of the organization (Millett 1984, 
p. 136). 

This pattern had led to problems for some campus execu- 
tives, who have "expectations that flow from the original trust- 
eeship model" (Kauffman 1980, p. 65). That is, they expect 
board members to know, visit, and support their individual 
campuses, but "more often than not, they are doomed to disap- 
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pointment" (p. 65). Systems have become so complex that few 
of their governing boards are familiar with conditions on indi- 
vidual campuses. 

In instances where campus executives have direct access to 
governing boards, however, other problems frequently result. 
Not surprisingly, campus executives in a system usually act as 
individuals rather than as a group, which tends to undermine 
the cohesiveness and coordination that systems are created to 
foster (Lee and Bowen 1971). Direct access is also thought to 
encourage the board's involvement in campus administrative 
detail to the neglect of systemwide policy making (Pettit 1987). 

So-called strong system executives, those who stand between 
campus heads and the governing board, frequently operate un- 
der conditions that undermine their ability to establish func- 
tional exchange relationships with their boards. To review, 
such relationships are based on the exchange of critical re- 
sources, which in the case of presidents include the support of 
constituents, control of data and opinions, professional exper- 
tise, and personal characteristics. As in the case of presidents 
of single-campus institutions, to the extent that system execu- 
tives control these resources, they may be expected to occupy 
relatively more influential positions vis-a-vis their boards. 

The support of constituents is an especially troubling issue 
for system executives. Unlike presidents of single-campus insti- 
tutions, system executives have no constituencies of their own. 
Faculty, alumni, students, donors, local legislators, community 
citizens, and so on are likely to identify with individual cam- 
puses and to give no support to the system per se, which is an 
abstraction in the minds of most. Thus, the system executive 
''depends solely on the unremitting support of his trustees, 
many of whom may be alumni or in some other sense partisans 
of institutions that he supervises" (Pettit 1987, p. 9). 

Another view holds that system executives can work to foster 
cordial and mutually supportive relationships with campuses 
(Millett 1984). These relationships might themselves be con- 
ceived as exchange relationships in which campus and system 
executives seek a mutually beneficial balance of power. To the 
extent that campus executives depend on and profit from the 
exchange, they may be inclined to provide support that the sys- 
tem executive may in turn exchange with the board. 

With respect to provision of information, communication 
with constituents, setting of agendas, and other responsibilities 
that concern the flow of data and opinions to trustees, the sys- 
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tern executive who controls these processes is likely to be in a 
stronger position vis-a-vis the board than the system head who 
shares control with others, particularly campus executives. 

Campus executives, except in the largest systems, normally 
attend and sometimes participate in board meetings. Individual 
board members or committees sometimes visit campuses and 
interact with campus personnel. Board agendas are occasionally 
controlled by and in other cases substantially influenced by 
campus executives (Pettit 1987). Under these and similar cir- 
cumstances, the functional authority of the system executive is 
reduced. 

Finally, the system executive's professional expertise and 
personal qualities, to the extent that they are not outshone or 
eclipied by those of campus executives, are likely to enhance 
the system executive-board relationship. 

Obviously, the allocation of formal authority between system 
and campus executives bears on the nature of the relationships 
of each with the governing board. When the system executive 
has primary authority over appointments and dismissals of cam- 
pus executives and other campus personnel, operating budgets, 
program approval, purchasing, legislative relations, and other 
matters of importance to campuses, the system executive's po- 
sition in relation to the board will be enhanced relative to that 
of the campus executives (Commission on Strengthening 1984; 
Pettit 1987). 

in addition to the caveats that apply to any prospective presi- 
dent, some special cautions might well be observed by the 
would-be system executive. Matters of consequence include the 
formal and functional allocation of authority between the sys- 
tem office and campuses and the congruence between the allo- 
cation of authority and the board's expectations of 
accountability (Commission on Strengthening 1984; Pettit 
1987). One might also be well advised to study the style of 
predecessor executives, who often have had more influence on 
shaping the character of the position and the board's interaction 
with it than written policies that technically govern the alloca- 
tion of authority (Kauffman 1980). The board's policy manual 
may assign responsibility to the system executive that has been 
disregarded by the executive or whose implementation is under- 
mined by resistance from campus constituents or by irresolute 
support from the board. In such cases, the system executive's 
functional authority is likely to be circumscribed (Pettit 1987). 
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The board chair and the president 

Nowhere in the literature on governance is the image of part- 
nership more consistently applied than in discussions of the re- 
lationship between president and chair. The chair personifies 
the board's authority, and the chair-president relationship per- 
sonifies the exchange of expertise and authority that enables the 
paradoxical board-president relationship to function. 

In distinguishing the president's role from that of the chair- 
president team, George N. Rainsford indicates that the presi- 
dent manages the institution, but the president and chair to- 
gether are responsible for its leadership (quoted in Pocock 
1984a, p. 1). Responsibilities for joint leadership attributed to 
the two include ensuring the board's effectiveness, providing 
for profitable board meetings, and determining that fundamental 
institutional responsibilities are discharged. 

The board's effectiveness is improved when the president 
and the chair act together to define the board's role, provide 
stimulating committee assignments, call on inactive trustees to 
contribute to the board's work, rotate noncontributing members 
off the board, if possible, and select and develop effective new 
trustees (Nason 1982; Nelson 1973; Pocock 1984a; Rauh 
1969). 

The quality of meetings is enhanced when the president and 
the chair jointly define crucial issues, determine priorities, 
identify needed information, establish desired outcomes, and 
plan agendas accordingly (Pocock 1984a). It is largely through 
the joint efforts of the president and the chair that trustees are 
''energized rather than bored" by meetings (Zwingle 1985, p. 
22). Meetings can also be improved if the chair and the presi- 
dent, perhaps with key staff, go through a dry run of the 
agenda a day or two before the meeting to ensure that both the 
board's and president's expectations will be met (Pocock 
1984a, p. 5) and then, after the meeting, if the president and 
the chair review what occurred and plan for future improve- 
ments (Ingram 1980a). 

Finally, the president and the chair are jointly responsible for 
determining that planning, rational allocation of resources, and 
evaluation of the institution's activities are effectively accom- 
plished (Pocock 1984a). These responsibilities are among the 
board's most fundamental and are the functions on which all 
other activities of the board and institution should rest. At the 
same time, the president's leadership role is inextricably linked 
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with each of these areas of responsibility, and so the need for 
joint chair-president oversight is apparent. 



Senior administrators and the board 

Most of the authority of senior administrators in relation to 
boards derives from presidential delegation. To the extent, 
then, that deans and vice presidents who work with boards are 
exercising presidential authority, much of the advice offered to 
presidents for improving their relationships with boards also 
pertains to other senior administrators. An exchange relation- 
ship, for example, may be said to exist between trustees and 
the deans and vice presidents who provide boards with informa- 
tion and who carry out their decisions. The character of formal 
and informal communication with trustees can serve to 
strengthen or hamper a dean's or vice president's position with 
the board. The information senior administrators provide to 
trustees can influence the nature and quality of the board's in- 
volvement in institutional affairs. A dean's or vice president's 
relationships with others, particularly the faculty and president, 
are likely to influence the board's perceptions of his or her ef- 
fectiveness, and when respect from others is evident, the board 
is likely to join in that sentiment. So also do matters of per- 
sonal style and wise selection of position influence the charac- 
ter of a senior administrator's relationship with the board. 

In most institutions, the board's structure of standing com- 
mittees provides the setting in which senior administrators in- 
teract with trustees. In the typical board committee system that 
parallels the institution's administrative structure, vice presi- 
dents and others responsible for particular administrative func- 
tions usually staff related board committees. Duties include 
preparing background information and committee agendas, at- 
tending committee meetings, and interacting formally and infor- 
mally with committee members. Trustees, as we have seen, 
often prefer operational decision making to promulgating broad 
policy. It would therefore not be surprising if board members 
found committee work, with its tangible focus on management, 
more satisfying than board meetings themselves. Moreover, 
committees usually meet more frequently than the board itself 
(Taylor 1987). Under such circumstances, the adniinistrator 
staffing the committee may be more familiar to committee 
members than the president is (Wood 1984a). 

To the extent that trustees grow to depend on staff and value 
their contributions, the board's estimation of the president's im- 
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portance may decline (Wood 1984a). At the same time — and 
for the same reason — the staffs estimation of the president's 
power may be undermined (Middleton 1983). At the extreme, 
both trustees and staff members might come to see the presi- 
dent as superfluous. 

Presidents interviewed by Wood indicated that they make 
special efforts to be involved in committee work: attending 
committee meetings, speaking on behalf of staff at executive 
committee meetings attended by chairs of standing committees, 
and otherwise taking pains to assure trustees that the president 
is aware of what each committee is doing and is in control of 
the staff and the institution (Wood 1984a). 

Suggestions that the president distance the board from staff 
as well as faculty and students (Fisher 1984) do not seem prac- 
tical in light of committees' needs for staff support and the ease 
with which trustees and staff may contact each other. And in 
any event such a remedy probably misses the point. The com- 
mittee system that parallels the administrative structure exists to 
serve trustees' interest in operational matters. Or, alternatively, 
trustees are interested in operational matters because the com- 
mittee structure has fostered and rewarded that interest. In 
either case, the resulting situation is that the board may focus 
its attention on administrative matters to the neglect of broad 
policy (Wood 1984a). When this situation occurs, the contribu- 
tions of staff may well take on a higher luster than those of the 
president, because that which staff members know and do is 
what most interests trustees. 

The solution to the dilemma vis-a-vis committees, where it 
exists, may include abolishing some standing committees and 
shortening the meeting times of those remaining. Ad hoc com- 
mittees charged with focusing on a given broad topic over a 
period of one to three years could then be established. In gen- 
eral, these committees would be concerned with the relation- 
ship between the institution and society and might consider 
such topics as interinstitutional cooperation and conflict, the ef- 
fect of student and institutional aid programs on enrollment, 
and job opportunities for liberal arts graduates. Ad hoc commit- 
tees would draw on expertise from many administrative areas 
and academic departments (Wood 1985, pp. 148-49). 

Two results would likely arise from such an arrangement. No 
longer captive to the administrative structure, the board would 
begin to consider broad policy issues rather than managerial de- 
tail. And the president's stature would be enhanced at the ex- 



pense of senior administrators because discussions of an ad hoc 
committee would draw more on the president's leadership role 
and vision for the institution than on the specific expertise of a 
single staff member (Wood 1985, p. 149). 

The Board and the Faculty 
Sources of the faculty's influence 

While the president and by extension senior administrators are 
delegated considerable authority, primarily as a managerial ex- 
pedient, faculty are thought to merit a voice in decision making 
because they are significantly affected by the board's decisions, 
their competence is essential to the institution's effectiveness, 
and, as a practical matter and legal authority notwithstanding, it 
is difficult for any board to govern or any president to lead in 
the face of significant resistance from faculty (Gould 1973: 
Kauffman 1980; Keeton 1971). 

Fundamentally, the faculty's influence over a board is a 
function of the legitimation that holders of formal authority re- 
quire from those who exercise functional authority. 

Leaders . , . try to ensure that whenever they deal with con- 
flict, the decisions reached are widely accepted, not onlv 
from a fear of violence, punishment, or coercion, but also 
from a belief that it is morally right and proper to accept 
them. Widespread belief in, and comtnitment to, the right- 
ness of the governing structure, processes, policies, and per- 
sonnel, and acceptance of this belief, give them 
"legitimacy/' Legitimated influence is highly ejficient and 
effective. It is more reliable and durable than influence de- 
pendent on coercion, and it requires a minimum of political 
resources to be effective. In a complex and changing institu- 
tion such as a college or university . . . legitimated influence 
is essential to institutional efficiencx and effectiveness (Kee- 
ton 1971, pp. 101-2). 

Through organized and unrelenting efforts by some faculties, 
presidents have been forced to resign and structures of gover- 
nance reformed. In other cases, protesting faculties' failures of 
tenacity or strategy have left the status quo intact. The point, 
central to the view of the institution as a political arena, is that 
the ability to shape the character of an institution is not merely 
a function of formal authority (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 
1978: Hartnett 1971). 
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Particularly during the campus unrest of the 1960s and early 
1970s, many faculties called for a greater formal role in institu- 
tional decision making, including membership on governing 
boards (Carnegie Commission 1973a). The movement enjoyed 
little success, and the number of faculty members serving as 
trustees of their own or other institutions is miniscule. Nor 
have faculty senates fared well. Most deal with minor issues, 
while crucial academic decisions are made at the department 
level or by administrators (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978). 

Doubtless the same phenomenon described earlier that is re- 
sponsible for dividing board members into subgroups of activ- 
ists, spectators, and apathetics (McConnell 1971) operates 
among faculties, where a small "power elite'' works amid a 
large group who are inactive (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 
1978). Faculties' narrow interests in matters of governance are 
also said to contribute to their inactivity. Most are concerned 
that the governing board understand and appreciate faculty con- 
tributions, that the institution obtain more money, and that fac- 
ulty be insulated from external pressure (Millett 1980b). 

In times of institutional crisis, however, differences between 
trustees and faculty with respect to personal values, division of 
authority, and the significance of claims by other constituents 
may erupt into loud and divisive controversy. The infamous 
mid-20th century controversy over the loyalty oath at the Uni- 
versity of California is instructive in this regard. Regents and 
faculty members battled for years over a regent-imposed re- 
quirement for an oath to which faculty objected on grounds of 
constitutionality and academic freedom. 

The issues that divided the regents and the faculties of the 
University of California then would, both at that institution 
and at other universities of similar purpose and distinction, 
tend to govern faculty/ trustee relationships today if major 
differences were once again to divide them. These differences 
are endemic to the life and character of universities. Both 
tradition and civility, however, have combined in times of 
harmony between faculties and governing boards to favor a 
relationship that has permitted such differences to be quietly 
understood rather than to be openly expressed. In times of 
major controversy, however, one or more of these issues 
nearly always become highly visible and distressing sources 
of divisiveness between faculties and trustees, thus throwing 
into relief the fragile and strangely contradictory nature of 
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university life (David Gardner, quoted in Mortimer and Mc- 
Connell 1978, p. 125). 

It is suggested that this and similar crises might have been 
avoided if regents, administrators, and faculty had conferred 
regularly on matters of lesser consequence and thus built the 
mutual trust needed to sustain them in times of greater diffi- 
culty (Mortimer and McConnell 1978, pp. 135-36). And, in 
fact, evidence indicates that morale is higher among faculty 
groups who feel they have a direct role in institutional gover- 
nance (Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978), and boards that 
communicate with faculty are thought to be better informed and 
more effective than boards that work in isolation (Corson 
1973a). For such reasons, many campuses undertake efforts to 
bring faculty and trustees together informally and in shared ar- 
rangements for governance. 

Influencing tke board 

A relatively extensive literature advises trustees of the necessity 
of sharing authority with faculty members and suggests means 
of doing so. Emphasized, for example, are the need to divide 
labor, improve mechanisms for governance, enforce the sharing 
of authority, increase the efficiency of structures of gover- 
nance, and develop capable leadership (Keeton 1971, pp. 148- 
51; see also Carnegie Commission 1973a, Mortimer and Mc- 
Connell 1978). 

Considerably more sparse is the literature advising faculty on 
means of working more effectively with trustees. Given that 
trustees are the holders of formal authority, it is perhaps not 
surprising that with few exceptions the advice given to faculty 
stresses the importance of good will and cooperation in dealing 
with trustees and also describes the risks faculty assume in at- 
tempting to influence the board through direct contact and par- 
ticipation. 

First, faculty are warned that it is unlikely thai their col- 
leagues will become involved in sufficient enough numbers that 
attempts at "participatory democracy" will be truly democratic 
(Brewster 1971, p. 57). Are the spectators and apathetics will- 
ing to have the activists speak for them? Second, just as con- 
tacts with administrators encourage many trustees to become 
involved in managerial detail, some suspect that contact with 
faculty can lead to the board's interest in the details of teaching 
and research (Lee and Bowen 197 1). 
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Whether or not they participate directly in board affairs, fac- 
ulty are offered several suggestions for increasing their influ- 
ence on institutional governance. First, faculty are advised to 
support the president (Commission on Strengthening 1984). As 
has already been argued, the president's position vis-a-vis the 
board is strengthened by the support of constituents and is un- 
dermined by internal squabbling. To the extent that the faculty, 
working through normal departmental and administrative chan- 
nels, can come to agreements that the president can support and 
defend to the board, the faculty's interests are likely to be bet- 
ter served than under arrangements where a few faculty mem- 
bers with direct access to the board presume to speak for their 
peers. Limited representation of this sort is unlikely to satisfy 
most faculty, because much of the disagreement between fac- 
ulty and trustees arises from disagreement over the goals and 
purposes of the institution itself (Gould 1973). And often the 
greatest disagreement is found among the faculty (Baldridge, 
Curtis, and Riley 1978). 

Second, it is suggested that faculty bear in mind that most 
boards operate under environmental constraints that limit their 
range of options. Faculty in public institutions, tuition-depen- 
dent independent colleges, or any college or university highly 
dependent on a single source of income or legitimation cannot 
always blame their boards when decisions fail to conform to 
the faculty's opinion. In contrast, in those institutions that are 
relatively independent of environmental controls, faculties can 
and usually do substantially influence institutional policy mak- 
ing. But such influence is normally exerted through regular de- 
partmental and administrative structures rather than through 
direct faculty participation in the board's affairs (Baldridge, 
Curtis, and Riley 1978). 

A third suggestion offered to faculty is that they focus on 
trustees as potential resources rather than as adversaries. Many 
trustees are knowledgeable, accomplished, well-connected 
professionals willing to advise and share expertise with faculty 
and students. The institution that fails to use trustees' personal 
talents is wasting a valuable asset (Bean 1975). 

A fourth and related recommendation offered to the faculty 
suggests that the trustee who is treated as an ally is likely to be 
"a more knowledgeable and eloquent defender of the campus 
in . . . trying times" (Bean 1975, p. 42). At their best, boards 
have sustained colleges during financial crises, taken principled 
stands on academic freedom with a sometimes uncomprehend- 
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ing public, and have championed institutions, faculty members, 
and students under political attack (Gould 1973). Moreover, 
few faculty would argue that direct government control of col- 
leges and universities — the alternative to lay trusteeship seen in 
most other nations — is preferable to the American arrangement 
(Zwingle 1980b). 

Faculty unionization 

Those who believe that a^.rhority for decision making in most 
institutions rests in the hincJs of trustees and administrators and 
that the faculty's authority is largely illusory argue that faculty 
who want real power must organize and negotiate collectively 
to obtain it (McConnell 1971). In fact, considerable evidence 
suggests that efforts to unionize faculty have been more com- 
mon on poorly managed campuses and those where faculty 
have had little opportunity to influence policy making (Angell 
and Kelley 1980; Baldridge, Curtis, and Riley 1978). In this 
sense, "it has been said that governing boards and administra- 
tions probably will ^et the kind of professional relations and or- 
ganizations that they deserve" (McConnell 1971, p. 111). 

As of 1985, 41 1 collective bargaining agreements were in 
force on college and university campuses (Douglas 1986, p. 3). 
Naturally, such agreements concern matters of compensation 
and working conditions, but in a few institutions, contracts 
have been negotiated that delegate powers previously held by 
trustees to committees of faculty and administrators (Angell and 
Kelley 1980). 

In other cases, however, faculty who unionize may actually 
lose de facto decision-making authority. Nonunionized faculty 
frequently exert influence on a -'ariety of matters that boards 
have overiooked out of ignoranc<^ or indifference. Once such is- 
sues are subjected to negotiation, the faculty's informal author- 
ity is likely to decline (Carnegie Commission 1973a). 
Moreover, administrators working with a unionized faculty 
''become board agents more clearly than in the preunion past 
when a benign ambiguity prevailed" (Boyd 1972, p. 269). 

While unionization may reduce the informal authority of fac- 
ulties, it frequently curtails severely the formal authority of ad- 
ministrators and boards in public institutions. Under collective 
bargaining arrangements, disputes are settled with the individu- 
als who control resources, and in the public sector those indi- 
vid-'als are governors and legislators (Carnegie Commission 
1973a). I.: New York State, for example, the State University 
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of New York faculty contract defines the governor— not the 
board of trustees— as the employer. In this and similar situa- 
tions, considerable authority for the management of the institu- 
tion is sacrificed to powerful forces outside the university 
(Angell and Kelley 1980). 

Interestingly, in 1969, 93 percent of a sample of 8,500 fac- 
ulty members who favored collective bargaining also believed 
that faculty should be represented on the governing board (Car- 
negie Commission 1973a). This somewhat inconsistent aspira- 
tion—wanting in effect to be both employer and employee- 
suggests a desire by faculty for influence in any way it can be 
had rather than a commitment to unionization or board mem- 
bership per se. 

Summary 

It is probably more accurate to describe the relationship be- 
tween trustees and senior administrators, primarily the presi- 
dent, as one of mutual dependence rather than partnership. 
These "exchange relationships" exchange the board's formal 
authority for administrators' functional authority. As such, sen- 
ior administrators can markedly influence a board's work by 
spending time communicating with trustees, controlling board 
agendas and background information, influencing the selection 
and development of trustees, motivating trustees' behavior to 
the desired ends, establishing strong relationships with faculty 
and other constituents, and so on. 

The relative influence of presidents versus other senior ad- 
ministrators who interact with boards appears to be a function 
of the nature of the work the board performs. Where standing 
committees dealing with operational matters predominate, ad- 
ministrators responsible for related functional areas may well 
establish close relationships with committee members that in 
some cases may undermine the president's relationship with the 
board. In contrast, where committees do not exist, where presi- 
dents control committee work, or where committees deal with 
overarching institutional policy rather than day-to-day opera- 
tions, presidential influence is likely to dominate. 

Faculty influence on boards derives from the desire of many 
administrators and trustees to share authority with faculty and 
from the fact that influence may result from functional as well 
as formal authority. Faculty willing to press for a voice in gov- 
ernance are frequently heeded, owing primarily to the political 
nature of much decision making in colleges and universities. 
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Faculty members may seek to influence boards in a variety 
of direct and indirect ways. They are advised first to influence 
and then support the president and thus strengthen indirectly 
their own position vis-a-vis the board. Further, faculty should 
treat trustees as resources and allies, using trustees' talents and 
strengthening the board's ability to withstand threats from the 
environment. 

Some have suggested that real authority accrues only to fac- 
ulty who unionize and bargain collectively with their institu- 
tions. While this situation may be so in some instances, other 
unionized faculty have lost informal authority previously held. 
Moreover, in public institutions, they have sometimes sacri- 
ficed institutional authority to external agencies empowered to 
negotiate and enforce collective bargaining agreements. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 



Historically, the control of American colleges and universities 
by lay boards of trustees has been viewed as a means of ensur- 
ing simultaneously institutional autonomy and accountability to 
the public. Theoretically, boards have assumed final responsi- 
bility for all institutional decision making, and they have done 
so as informed but objective outsiders who, unlike administra- 
tors and faculty members, are professionally and economically 
independent of the institution. This position on the boundary of 
the institution has been thought to enable boards both to inter- 
pret the institution to the public and to represent the broad pub- 
lic interest to the institution. 

As institutional complexity and professional ization have in- 
creased, however, lay boards have become increasingly depen- 
dent on the recommendations and independent activities of 
administrators and faculty members, frequently to such an ex- 
tent that questions are raised about whether boards of modem 
institutions can govern at all. At least four facts seem clear: 

• Boards cannot govern alone, and the functional authority 
of administrators and faculty members is crucial to legiti- 
mating the board's formal authority. 

• The formal authority of boards remains a powerful factor 
in institutional govemance, and presidents, in particular, 
underestimate at their peril both the potential for good or 
harm that adheres to the board's authority. 

• Boards are highly variable among themselves, and individ- 
ual boards may change over time. 

• Boards can be improved, and administrators — especially 
presidents — and faculty members are powerful determi- 
nants of a board's effectiveness. 
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Boards cannot— and do not— govern alone. Both the pre- 
scriptive and descriptive literature on trusteeship emphasizes 
that boards should and do depend on administrators and faculty 
members for advice and recommendations. This relationship 
can be conceived as an exchange relationship in which the for- 
mal authority assigned to trustees in institutional charters is ex- 
changed for the functional authority administrators possess by 
virtue of expertise and full-time commitment to the institution. 

The president, in particular, may dominate the board's deci- 
sion making by controlling the board's agenda and the informa- 
tion boards receive. Trustees may cooperate in this arrangement 
through their reluctance to spend much time on trusteeship and 
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their inclination to avoid the conflict with the president and 
with one another that may be associated with more extensive 
involvement in institutional affairs. 

Much of the activity boards undertake is operational rather 
than concerned with the formulation of broad policy. A system 
of standing board committees that parallels institutional admin- 
istrative structures tends to encourage trustees' attention to ad- 
ministrative detail. Moreover, trustees themselves often derive 
their greatest satisfaction from applying their own professional 
expertise to the solution of institutional problems, thus serving 
a consultative rather than a governing role. 

The formal authority of boards remains a significant factor 
in institutional governance. Despite boards' dependence on the 
professional expertise of administrators and faculty members, 
trustees remain a potent force on most campuses. They appoint 
and can dismiss the president. Consequently, the successful 
president normally gives considerable time and attention to re- 
lations with the board and takes pains to inform and involve the 
board in institutional affairs, if only as a defensive tactic. 

In times of scarce resources and institutional stress, the re- 
sponsibility for making decisions tends to move to higher levels 
of organizations, and in the case of colleges and universities, it 
has resulted in greater pressure on governing boards to make 
decisions that might previously have been ignored or delegated 
to others. This tendency seems particularly the case among 
boards governing institutions subject to significant external reg- 
ulations or pressure; it is often the board that is held accounta- 
ble by external agencies and groups. 

Boards can be an important source of support and legitima- 
tion for institutions. Many trustees give and raise money, de- 
fend academic norms to a sometimes skeptical public, offer 
their expertise to the institution, and otherwise enhance the in- 
stitution's credibility by their willingness to be associated with 
it. Colleges and universities founded in recent years, both in 
the United States and England, adopted the model of a lay 
board for reasons similar to those that historically have justified 
it: Trustees legitimate the institution and promote its accounta- 
bility while preventing direct control by government. 

Boards are highly variable. Boards vary enormously, attrib- 
utable to environmental factors, institutional characteristics, and 
differences in structure, characteristics of individual trustees, 
and the nature of relations between individual boards and their 
constituents. 
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Public boards are frequently subject to intense and specific 
pressure from appointing agencies and electorates, and consid- 
erable controversy surrounds the question of whether the public 
board's primary loyalty should reside with the institution or the 
public. So also do pressures from the providers of resources, 
prospective students, alumni, sponsoring churches, and other 
forces in the environment affect a board's responsibilities and 
activities in both public and independent institutions. 

Institutional characteristics like size and complexity, faculty 
and administrative expertise, and financial condition affect the 
board's work. So also do characteristics of the board — 
processes of selecting trustees, composition, operating style, 
committee systems, meeting schedules — help determine the 
character of the board's activity. 

Individual trustees bring particular skills, motivations, and 
personal characteristics to their boards, which combine to affect 
the board's character, operating style, and choice of issues with 
which to become involved. A trustee's profession, proximity to 
campus, alumni status, and needs for recognition, for example, 
will influence the board's agenda, the amount of time the 
trustee spends on campus, and the work he or she does on the 
board and for the institution. 

Boards also vary with respect to the nature of their relation- 
ships with constituents. Whether owing to institutional culture, 
operating style, traditions of faculty authority, personality of 
the president, institutional size and complexity, or other fac- 
tors, boards assume differing roles, based in part on the skills 
and expectations others have of them. 

Presidents, other administrators, and faculty members can 
help make boards more effective. Because boards depend to 
such a great extent on presidents and other administrators and 
faculty for information, motivation, education, and selection of 
new members, institutional personnel can influence the board's 
activity and effectiveness. Presidents may be tempted to use 
their control of information and expertise to isolate and mollify 
their boards. In doing so, however, two sorts of risks are as- 
sumed. First, inappropriately informed or unenlightened trust- 
ees faced with a crisis may act precipitously or ineffectively to 
mitigate the problem and may well blame the president who 
failed to warn them of impending trouble. Second, the presi- 
dent who isolates or ignores the board may sacrifice a valuable 
opportunity to ensure more effective interaction with the institu- 
tion's environment. Trustees with ties to sources of external 
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support and legitimation can be motivated to serve as signifi- 
cant resources for institutions in crisis or in transition to higher 
levels of quality. 

Involving the board appropriately in the institution's work re- 
quires a significant investment of time and effort by the presi- 
dent and other institutional personnel. It is far easier to involve 
trustees in operational decision making than in formulation of 
broad policy. In the short run, trustees' operational activity 
may seem a safe and productive use of trustees' time. It proba- 
bly also, however, fails to encourage board members to de- 
velop the broad perspective on the institution that is necessary 
to represent it effectively to its environment and to recognize 
and respond to threats to the institution's long-term survival 
and vitality. 
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influence, 56 

nominating/membership, 21 
presidential involvement, 91 
standing, 55-58, 60, 66, 67, 90 
Communication needs, 53, 73-75 
Community colleges, 47 
Competence of boards, 8-9 
Confidentiality, 66 
Conflict aversion, 16, 51, 81 
Conflict of interest, 41, 65 
Consulting rcle, 41 
Contracts 

faculty, 96, 97 
presidential, 86 
Corporate boards, 39, 84 

D 

Dc facto decision making, 96 
Deans, 90 

Debt level authority, 29 

Decision levels, 40-41 

Delegation of authority, 26, 45, 50, 8o, 96 

Disclosure of personal assets. 65 

Dismissal of trustees, 24 

Dispute arbitration, 32-33 

E 

Effectiveness, 73 
Election of board, 17, 19 
Endowments, 27 
Emeritus status, 22 
England: lay bo:Lds, lOQ 
Evaluation function, 33-34 
Executive committees, 55, 58-59, 67 
Executive policy making model, 37 
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Expectations, 83-84 
External influences 

environmental dependence, 49^50 

interest groups, 44 

open meeting laws, 48-49 

public control, 46-48 
Expenses, 62 

F 

Facilities: physical, 29 
Faculty 

appointment, 38 
board members, 13-14 
board relationship, 92-97, 101 
conflict with board, 6-7 

influence/expertise, 4, 5, 8-9, 30-31, 69, 94-96 

president relationship, 81 

senates, 93 

unionization, 96-97 
Formal authority, 69, 88, 92 
Four-year institution trustee selection, 1 7 
Functional authority, 69, 72, 88, 92 
Fund-raising, 26-27, 40, 49 

G 

German research university model, 4 
Oilman, Daniel Coit, 5 
Goal setting, 33-34 
Governance 

declining of, 50-51 

models, 42-44 

reclaiming authority, 51-52 
Governing boards 

characteristics (chart), 12 

membership demographics, 1 1 

roles, 1 1 

size, 1 1, 14 

trustee selection, 1 7-24 
Governing policy making model, 37 
Government relations, 27 
Governmental influences, 46 
Governor role, 1 9 

H 

Hampshire College, 9 
Harvard College, 3, 4, 38 
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Harvard Corporation, 38 
Honorao^ status, 22 



I 

Independent institutions (see Private institutions) 
Information flow to board, 45, 64, 73^75 
"Inner board," 55, 58, 65 
Institutional boards, 3 
Institutional mission, 5, 38, 39 
Investment responsibility, 26-27 
Involvement, 51-52, 77-79 

J 

Johns Hopkins University, 4 
L 

Lay trusteeship, 6, 99, 100 
Leadership barriers, 54 
Legislative decision, 40 
Legitimacy of boards, 8-9 
Lifetime memberships, 22 
Lobbying, 27 
Local boards, 42 
Lowell, A. Lawrence, 5 
Loyalty oaths, 93 



Maintaining the trust, 25-26 
Managerial decisions, 40 
Massachusetts Bay Colony, 3 
Massachusetts General Court, 3 
Master plan, 29 
"Mature university," 8 
Maxims for a Young College President, 84 
Meetings 

attendees, 60-61, 88 
content/quality, 61-62, 75-76, 89 
frequency, 60-61 
steps for improvements, 61-62 
Membership of boards, 11-17 
Minorities as trustees, 11, 13, 17 
Minutes of meetings, 59, 62, 63 
Models 

conflict-averse boards, 16 
constituent-oriented boards, 16 
executive, 37 
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governing, 37 

operating, 37 
Motivation 

to join board, 15-16 

to participate, 5 1 , 77-79 
Multicampus institutions, 41, 46, 47, 48, 62, 84, 86-88 

N 

New York faculty contracts, 96-97 
New York City Board of Higher Education, 38 
Nominating board candidates, 20 
Nonresident lay board, 3 

O 

Open meeting laws, 48-49, 76 
Operating policy making model, 37 
Operating style, 39 
Orientation to trusteeship, 79 
Oxford model, 3, 7 

P 

Participatory boards, 3-9, 84 
Performance, 9-10, 64-67 
Personal giving, 27, 49 
Personnel policy, 28, 30, 40 
Policy making models, 37-38 
Political governance model, 43-44, 46 
Political influences 

appointments, 19, 79 

attitudes, 17 

insulation from, 48 

terms of office, 22 
Presidents 

agenda/meeting planning, 75-76 

appointment/evaluation, 31-32, 39 

board chair relationship, 53, 89-90 

board relationship, 71-89, 101 

candidates, 85 

committee work, 91 

control of information flow, 45, 73-75 

early, 4 

faculty relationship, 81 
fund-raising, 49 
growth, 5 
guidelines, 73 
influence, 69 
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interdependence with board, 31, 45 
style, 81-83, 88 

system/multicampus executives, 86-88 
turnover, 85 
written contracts, 86 
Private institutions 

alumni trustees, 15 
board size, 14 

board/president relationship, 84 

committee use, 57 

fund-raising, 49 

potential conflict of interest, 41 

shared authority, 39 

terms of office, 22 

trustee involvement, 50 

trustee selection, 20-22, 79 
Professional development, 80 
Professional services, 13, 41 
ProfessionaJ training need, 54 
Professoriate 

early nature, 3-4 

rise to power, 6 
Profile of board, 21 
Progressive Era, 6 
Public control, 46-^8 
Public institutions 

aJumni trustees, 15 
board size, 14 

board/president relationship, 84 
committee use, 57 
delegation of authority, 50, 69-71 
faculty influence, 95-98 
lobbying, 27 

poIiticaJ influences, 34, 48 

shared authority, 39 

terms of office, 22 

trustee selection, 19-20, 79, 101 

women/minority trustees, 13 
Public interest, 7-8 
Public service, 15 
Puritan educational purpose, 3 

R 

Ratifying boards, 39, 84 
Reappointment, 23 

Recruitment of trustees, 21-22, 79-80 
Requirements for board membership, 20 




Research universities, 4, 5 
Resource allocation, 28, 89 
Responsibilities, 25-36 
Role conflict, 71 

S 

Schedules, 58-59, 61 
Screening board candidates, 20 
Secretary of board, 53 
Selection of trustees 

private institutions, 20-22, 79 

processes, 17-18, 72 

public institutions, 19-20, 79 
Self-perpetuation, 21 
Self-studies, 66-67 
Senior institutions, 47 
Shared authority, 39-40, 69-98 
Size factors, 11, 14, 58 
Social status, 15 
Solicitation, 27 

"Spectators" vs. "activists," 78 
"Spheres of influence" ratings (chart), 70 
Staff, 40, 53 

Standing committees, 55-58, 66, 67, 90 
State governing board, 47 
State University of New York, 96-97 
Structure (see also Committees) 
board chair, 53-55 

criticism of committee structure, 59-60 
usual, 53 

Sunshine laws (see Open meeting laws) 
T 

Tenure, 6 

Terms of office, 22-24, 55, 84 
Time commitment, 50, 54, 55, 62 
Treasurer of board, 53 
Trust, 82, 94 

Trustees (see also Governing boards; specific issues) 

characteristics, lOO-lOl 

contact with others, 76-77 

interdependence with president. 3 1-32 

motivation, 15-16, 77-79 

requirements, 20 

turnover, 22-23 
Tutors, early, 4 
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Two-year insti:utions, 17, 47, 50 



U 

Unionization, 96-97 
University of CaJifomia, 93 

V 

Values: changing, 45-46 
Vice chair of board, 53 
Vice presidents, 90 



William and Mary, College of, 3 
Women as trustees, II, 13, 17 
Working decisions, 40 
Workshops on trusteeship, 80 

Y 

Yale University, 3, 4 
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ASHE-ERIC HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTS 



Since 1983, the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) and the 
ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education at The George Washington Univer- 
sity have cosponsored the ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report scries. The 
1987 series is the sixteenth overall, with the American Association for Higher 
Education having served as cosponsor before 1983. 

Each monograph is the definitive analysis of a tough higher education prob- 
lem, based on a thorough research of pertinent literature and institutional expe- 
riences. After topics arc identified by a national survey, noted practitioners and 
scholars write the reports, with experts reviewing each manuscript before publi- 
cation. _ „. . 

Eight monographs (10 monographs before 1985) in the ASHE-ERIC Higher 
Education Report series are published each year, available individually or by 
subscription. Subscription to eight issues is $60 regular, $50 for members of 
AERA, AAHE, and AIR: $40 for members of ASHE (add $7.50 for postage 
outside the United States). c n nn 

Prices for single copies, including 4th class postage and handling, are S 10.00 
regular and $7.50 for members of AERA, AAHE, AIR, and ASHE ($7.50 reg- 
ular and S6.00 for members for 1983 and 1984 reports, $6.50 regular and 
S5.00 for members for reports published before 1983). If faster 1st class post- 
age is desired for U.S. and Canadian orders, add S.75 for each publication or- 
dered: overseas, add S4.50. For VISA and MasterCard payments, include card 
number, expiration date, and signature. Orders under $25 must be prepaid. 
Bulk discounts are available on orders of 15 or more reports (not applicable to 
subscriptions). Order from the Publications Department, ASHE-ERIC Higher 
Education Reports, The George Washington University, One Dupont Circle, 
Suite 630, Washington, D.C. 20036-1183, or phone us at 202/296-2597. Wnte 
for a publication list of all the Higher Education Reports available. 

1987 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports 

1. Incentive Early Retir:ment Programs for Faculty: Innovative Responses to 
a Changing Environment 

Jay I. Chronister and Thymas R. Kepple, Jr. 

2. Woricing Effectively with Trustees: Building Cooperative Campus 
Leadership 

Barbara E. Taylor 

1986 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports 

1 . Post-tenure Faculty Evaluation: Threat or Opportunity? 

Christine M. Licata 

2. Blue Ribbon Commissions and Higher Education: Changing Academe from 
the Outside 

Janet /?. Johnson and Laurence /?. Marcus 

3. Responsive Professional Education: Balancing Outcomes and Opportunities 

Joan 5. Start Malcolm A. lowther. and Bonnie MX. Hageny 

4. Increasing Students' Uaming: A Faculty Guide to Reducing Stress among 
Students 

NealA. Whitman. David C Spendlove, and Claire H. Clark 

5. Student Fmancial Aid and Women: Equity Dilemma? 

Mary Moran 
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6. The Masier-s Degree: Tradition. Diversity. Innovation 
Judith S. Clazer 

'"^ ^""--"^ ""P"--s for 

Rffberr M. Hendrickson and Annette Gihhs 

1985 ASHE-ERIC HiRher Education Reports 

1. Flexibility in Academic Staffing: Effective Policies and Practices 

Kennerh P. Mortimer. Marque Baf-shmv. and Andre^^- T. Mas/and 

2. Associations in Action: The Washington. D.C.. Higher Education Commu- 

Harland G. Bio/and 

3. And on the Seventh Day: Faculty Consulting and Supplemental Income 

Carol M. Boyer and Darrell R. Lewis 

4. Faculty Research Performance: Lessons fron the Sciences and Social Sci- 

John W. Creswell 

Cotr^rl?"'" -0 
Oi/ton F. Conrad and Richard F. Wihon 
6. Students in Urban Settings: Achieving the Baccalaureate Degree 
Richard C. Richardson, Jr., and Louis W, Bender 

^' LTsen icer ^ ^""'"^ ^"""^ ^""^ ^'"^""^ 

Peter H. Garland 

8. Faculty Participation in Decision Making: Necessity or LuxurV> 
Carol E. Floyd ^ ' 

1984 ASHE-ERIC HiRher Education Reports 

1. Adult Learning: State Policies and Institutional Practices 

fC. Patricia Cross and Anne-Mane McCartan 

2. Student Stress: Effects and Solutions 

NealA. Whitman, David C. Spendlove, and Claire H, Clark 

3. Part-time Faculty: Higher Education at a Crossroads 

Judith M. Gappa 

4. Sex Discrimination Law in Higher Education: The L.-ssons of the Past 
Decade 

J. Ralph Lindaren. Patti T. Ota. Perry A. Zirkel. and Nan Van Cie.snn 

5. Faculty Freedoms and Institutional Accountability: Int-acuons and Con- 

Steven C. Olswang and Barbara A. Lee 

E^^o^nltStt^^ Cooperation for 

Lynn G. Johnson 
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7. Employee Educational Programs: Implications for Industry and Higher Eu- 
ucation 

Suzanne Morse 

8. Academic Libraries: The Changing Knowledge Centers of Colleges and 
Universities 

Barbara B. Moran 

9. Futures Research and the Strategic Planning Process: Implications for 
Higher Education 

James L. Morrison. William L. Renfro, and Wayne I, Boucher 

10. Faculty Workload: Research. Theory, and Interpretation 
Harold E. Yuker 

19S3 ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports 

1 . The Path to Excellence: Quality Assurance in Higher Education 

Laurence R. Marcus. Anita O. Leone, and Edward D. Goldberg 

2. Faculty Recruitment. Retention, and Fair Employment: Obligations ;ind 
Opportunities 

John S. Wa^^aman 

3. Meeting the Challenges: Developing Faculty Careers 

Michael C.T. Brookes and Katherine L. German 

4. Raising Academic Standards: A Guide to Learning Improvement 

Ruth Talbott Keimif* 

5. Ser\!ng Learners at a Distance: A Guide to Program Practices 

Charles E. Feasley 

6. Competence. Admissions, and Articulation: Returning to the Basics in 
Higher Education 

Jean L. Freer 

7. Public Service in Higher Education: Practices and Priorities 

Fatricia H. Crosson 

8. Academic Employment and Retrenchment: Judicial Review and Adminis- 
trative Action 

Robert M. Hendrickson and Barbara A. Lee 

9- Burnout: The New Academic Disease 

Winifred Albizu Mclendcz and Rafael M. de Guzman 

10. Academic Workplace: New Demands. Heightened Tensions 
Ann E. Austin and Zclda F. Gamson 
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Dear Educaior» 

I welcome the ASHE-ERIC monograph series. The series is a service to those 
who need brief but dependable analyses of key issues in higher education. 
(Rev.) Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C. 
President Emeritus, University of Notre Dame 

Order Form 

Quantity Amount 

Please enter my subscription to the 1987 ASHE-ERIC 

Higher Education Reports at S60.00, 25% off the cover 

price (540.00 ASHE members). 

Please enter my subscription to the 1988 Higher Edu- 

cation Reports at S60.00 (S40.00 ASHE members). 

Outside U.S., add S7.50 for postage per series. 

Individual reports are available at the following prices: 

1985 and forward, SIQ.OO each (S7.50 for ASHE members). 

1983 and 1984, S7.50 each (S6.00 for ASHE members). 

1982 and back, $6.50 each (S5.00 for ASHE members). 

Please send me the following reports: 

Report No ( ) 

Report No ( ) 

Report No ( ) 

SUBTOTAL: 

Optional 1st Class Shipping (S.75 per book) 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE: 

NOTE: All prices subject to change. 
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Title 

Institution 

Address 



City ^ State Zip - 

Phone 

Signature 

□ Check enclosed, payable to ASHE. 

□ Please charge my credit card: 

□ VISA □ MasterCard (check one) 
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Expiration date 



Send to: ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports 
The George Washington University 
One Dupont Circle, Suite 630, Dept G4 
Washington, D.C. 20036-1183 
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1 . To enclose your payment? 

2. To indicate clearly which reports you want? 

3. To sign and date your check? 

4. To put postage on this card? 

Thank you for your order. Please allow 3-4 weeks for delivery. 



Please fold along dotted line and staple dosed 
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BARBARA E. TAYLOR is director of the Institute for Trustee 
Leadership at the Association of Governing Boards of Universi- 
ties and Colleges. She earned the D.Ed, in higher education at 
the Pennsylvania State University and has served in administra- 
tive positions at Mansfield and Pennsylvania State Universities 
and the State University of New York. Dr. Taylor has pub- 
lished articles, book chapters, and case studies on the gover- 
nance and finance of higher education. Her current research 
interests include the motivation and performance of college and 
university trustees. 
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